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DEDICATION
This edition of the Qualitieducation Commission report isdieated to Lynn Lundquist, wheas
alongt i me champion for Oregon’s children, parti
the state. Lynn was a tireless adveCamcé for

on The Oregon Quality Education Modal1997 when h&vas the Speaker of tl@egonHouse
of Representativesie served as a member of the Quality Educa@iommissiorfor many years
after it was establigd instatute in2001. He will be rememlibed by many as the
“Godfather of the Quality Educati or

Lynn passed away on April 9, 2013 at his home in Powell Butte

He was a grat Oregoniam nd an i nspiration to those of wus
school children. He Wibe missed

The Quality Education Commission
255 Capitol Street NE
Salem, OR 97310
Office: 503947-5679
Fax: 5033785156
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PREFACE

This 2014 report ithe ninth biennial report since thHigst Quality Education Modeteportwas releaseih

1999 It providesa description of the latest version bétmodel, including a nemethodology to connect
resources to student outcomes and an evaluation of stistradt efforts to better prepare their students for
college.This first volume describes the Quality Education Model, the changes made to the model since its
inception,preliminaryfindings from the research into college readiness, and a descriptiva cidanges

made to the portion of the model that links resources to student achiev@iherstecond volumeontains
technical appendices regarding methodolbgy.

Oregon has set ambitious educational goals, seeking to have 40 percent of students kagnladbac’ s degr
or higher,40 percear n an as s oci atecertifisatiod, argl 2Gpercestirn athighcsdchool c a |
diploma that prepares them to succeed in the workpatcey e n Or egon students’ cur:
school graduation and postsedary enrollment, it is highly unlikely that Oregon weéhlize its40-40-20

goakwi t hout a relentlessly persistent aalahgthkey st emat i
entire continuum of birth througtollege and career readiness prepaiatn . The QEC’' s Best
Panel has found that there are some schools at all levels in Oregon continuously improving the percent of
students in their care who ar despitahe dhallengek inherentime et O
ensuring equitable graduation and postsecondary enrollment rates for an increasingly diverse student
population. There is also, however, a wide gap in the implementation of effective practices between

schools performing bettéinan predicted and those performing lower than predicted even though they share
similar student characteristics and levels of funding.

In this report, the Best Practices Panel issues early results on the status ofyaantittieephase research

project that will ultimately identify and rigorously analyze effective college and career readiness

preparation practices at critical transition points along a continuum of public edubati@pans birth to
collegeandcareérof t en r e f 10 ystedh) The specidic farus folPthe first phase of the

project is the high school to postsecondary education transition. This report documents evidence of

effective practices in ensuring students bridge this transition identified through the recemaBistd

P a n eekearstiteraturereviewy, and it provides an update on the Q
study cowlucted in collaboration with EQ@rthwest and th&ducational Policy Improvement Center

(EPIC)?

In this report the Commission alpeesents a new approach to connecting resources enstachievement

by utilizing studentlevel datathe Department of Education has collected over the past decade. With these
data, we are able to follow students as they advance through the grag@sgal®to better understand

the factors that affect student achievement and to predict how key investments at various points in a
student’s |l earning impact | ater success.

! Quality Education Model Final Repougust 2014, Volume II, Technical Appendices
2 The Best Practices Panel Research Literature Review, ECONortftatsted Pairs Selection Report, and the
preliminary EPIC Report can be found in the technical appendices in Volwhthis report.
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The Quality Education Commission and the Quality Education Model are resourodisympakers as
Oregon continues its efforts improve educational outcommdor its students and achieve its aspirational
goal of 4040-20. The new version of the model, by providing insights into the various factors that
influence student learning and higchool graduation, can be use@valuate the tradeoffs inherent in the
st at e’ teimmdvd student®utcomes despite scarce resouBgesnderstanding those tradeoffs,
statepolicymakersand local decision makevsill be in a better position to deploy scarce resources in the
most productive wayThe value of the model extends well beyond what is reported in this doettihent
comes from using the model to evaluate etiangolicy issues as they aris€or that rason, the
Commission will continue to make the model available to policymakers on an ongoing basis.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

More than fifteen years ago, the Quality Education Commission (QEC) was created in order to provide a

clear and datariven model for inding and best practices in Oregon. The hope was, and continues to be,

t hat the Commission’s report each biennium woul d
makers and the public. In recent years, Oregon has moved to an integrated apprdachtitme

considering the wholeontinuum from birth to college & careas we collectively strive to provide a

system that supports our children in an atmosphere of often shrinking resources. Every dollar matters and
every dollar must be spent wisely. Teigy st em’ s vi ew is critical as we s
promise for all of our children.

With this shift—so must the QEC evolve. It is no longer adequate nor reasonable to considerour K
schools as a silo. In order to effectively creaticpas, funding, and support for our public schools, we

must consider early childhood and the circumstances that our children face before they find themselves on
the steps of their local school, as well as their skills and preparation as they enteteouio$ysgher

education and workforce development. In this evolved world, the QEC can no longer operate as an island
and must provide relevance in a new context.

1 The Quality Education Model cannotjusta mechani sm t o report Oregon
shortfall. The model must be the jumping off point for informed and robust dialogue by educators,
community, and policy makers.

1T We have started the process of considering the
education) of our traditiond{-12 education system. While much work remains to be done, this
integrated approach provides support and analy
children.

T Our syst elno oosharét bdal@rid tstate education leadership nbdesttrives for
rigorousoutcomes while maintaining local decisioraking must be balanced to be effective.

Decisions driven by communities are critical, and must be informed by data supporting best
practices and positive outcomes for our children.

As Oregonians we come together with a shared focus on the outcomes we desire for our future, our
children. The Quality Education Commission is in a unique position to provide value across the continuum.

1 The Quality Education Model provides cost analysis tocgatiakers and localities as they
struggle to dedicate the necessary resources to meet our quality goals;

1 Resource pathway allocation analysis provides guidance on where in the continuum to focus both
new investments as well as existing funds;

1 Best practies data and research help drive local decisions and provides insight in to the ramps
between early childhood,-K2, and work/possecondary as well as providing a map between
practice and policy. In a visiemnch environment, being able to tie vision t@agtice is critical.
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Findings

The Oregon Education Investment BdarSitrategic Plaris aligned with current educational best practices
Statewide initiatives designed to improve graduation and postsecondary enroliment ragiohgve

potential to restlin a moreequitable level of college and career readines®fegon studentas they

navigate the transition between high school and postsecondary edu€atioe.gon’ s strongest
career readiness indicator is Academic Attributihich isa mindset that reveals students know that hard

work determines how well they dé-urther analysis will reveal whether or not this empowering attribute

has the potential to be used as a |l ever for impro

TheQualityEd u c at i o rew Abbievenient Modahows thafactors beyond academic achievement
have large impacts on thikelihood of a student graduatirfgom high schoal Males, economically
disadvantaged students, and Native American students in parbiauatfowergraduatiorratesevenwhen

they perform as well academically as other stusleAind attendance is critiealstudents who have poor
attendance rates graduate from high school at dramatically lower rates than those with higher attendance
rates buthe same academic performantiese relatinships remaimelatively unchanged as students
advance through the grades.

Based on the 2014 QEM Costing Mode&ixhibit 1 showsthe total cost of running H2 schools at a level
recommended by the QEC is esttathat $9.58 billion in the 201517 biennium, $2.3Bbillion more than
thefunding required to simply maintain current service le¥eThis funding gaps smallerthan the gap
previously estimatetbr the 201517 bienniumand is also smaller than thepga the prior biennium, 2013
15. Fourfactorscontributedto theg a pdecine 1) the legislature appropriated more for the 20%3
biennium than was required $omply keep up with inflationThis raised th€urrentService Level for
201315; 2) teachesalariedid not grow as much as previously forecéestding to a reduction in the
currentforecast 3) growth in health care costs rdswed;and 4) the employer rater the Public
Employees Retirement System (PERS)201517 was set lower than previously forecast.

Despite the reduction in the funding gap, the gap remains+t&88gg % of t he st aRPe’ s shar
Current Service Level.

EXHIBIT 1: QUALITY EDUCATION MODEL FUNDING REQUIREMENTS

(Millions of Dollars) 2013-15* 2015-17 2017-19
State Funding Requirement for Current Service Level $6,315.8 $6,776.6 $7,442.1
Percent Change from Prior Biennium 7.30% 9.82%
State Funding Requirement for Fully Implemented Model $8,755.0 $9,158.4 $9,960.2
Percent Change from Prior Biennium 4.61% 8.75%
Funding Gap: Fully Implemented Model above Current Service Level $2,439.2 $2,381.8 $2,518.1
Percent Change from Prior Biennium -2.35% 5.72%
Gap as Percent of the State6 Share of Current Service Level 35.15% 33.84%
* From 2012 Quality Education Model Report

% These estimates do not include the costs of going fromdaifto fullday kindergarten. Those costs are discussed
later in the report.

10
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Recommendations

If Oregon is going to meet its 41D-20 goal by the year 202B,is criticalthat all of the followinghings
happen:

1.

Resourcesnust be allocated to the ugbat havethatgreatest positive impact on student learning

and on high school graduatiofinalysis by the Commission in developing its student achievement
model indicats that many students face barriers other than low academic achievement that reduce
their likelihood of graduating from high schodHelping students overcome those barriers is as
important as increasing their academic achievement.

School districts must att early to assure that all students read at grade level by the third grade by
utilizing best practices and intentional collaboration with the early learning community. Current
public and private invest ment s s-3didthtiveaasdtitehe Or e
St a Kiredérgarten Readiness Partnership & Innovation Fumast be expanded and utilized

effectively.

With the State’s timely investment in full day
Oregon’ s wi dabsgnae prabtemscthatstarhimn the early grades and erode our

student s ability to graduate. As well, with t
needs for both pr& and kindergarten. Our rural communities in particular often do not have th
bonding capacity to work within existing capital investment framewaorks.

The state must direct resourd¢epromising new initiatives that help districts improve the
achievement of specific student groups: students in the early grades, where leaeadgnsell is
critical to later learning; English Language Learners, whose high school graduation rates soar if
they are proficient in English prior to entering high school; economically disadvantaged students,
who face challenges both inside and outdidedassroom; male students, who graduate at lower
rates than females with similar academic achievenagat Native Americastudents, who face a
unique set of challenges.

The state must increase funding to education in the places where it makes ttigfeneste.

Despite the fact that education is the single largest area of spending in the state budget, education
funding in Oregon is lower than the national average and has destesstly andiramatically

over the past two decades when adjusted for inflationthe aftermath of two property tax

limitations passed by Oregon vote@egon isnow a low-tax state and that makefsinding of
high-quality publicservices a challenge.

When public esources are limited, evaluating the traffs among various optiorfsr achieving
public goals is essential. The Quality Education Mad&l help evaluate those tradeoffs, making it
a strategic tool in the budgeting and policymaking proddss Model, ad the Quality Education
Commission, should be fully integrated in to the discourse at all points along2thedAtinuum

and utilized for its unique strengths.

11
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INTRODUCTION

MISSION AND PURPOSE OF THE QUALITY EDUCATION COMMISSION

he OregonLegislative Assembly established the Quality Education Commission in statute in 2001.
Under Oregon law (ORS 327.500 and ORS 327.5306),e Commi ssi onaredo: r esponsi b

1) Determine the amount of monies sufficient to ensure that the state systiemesg&rten through
grade 12 public education meets the quality goals established in statute.

2) Identify best practices based on education research, data, professional judgment, and public values, and
the cost of implementing those best practices-it2ksclools.

3) Issue a report to the Governor and Legislative Assembly inewstbered years that identifies:
ffiCurrent practices -12publitédecatist at e’ s system of K
9] Costs of continuing those practices
9] Expected student performance under those practices
9] Best practices for meeting the quality goals
9] Costs of implementing the best practices
9] Expected student performance under the best practices

9] Two alternatives for meeting the quality goals

OREGON'’S EDUCATION GOALS

Oregon has maintained its philosopifysetting high goals for its schools and studeimighe 1991 Oregon

Education Actforthe ZiCent ury, | egi sl ators out |l i-l2systemohal | engi
education. They called for a wortdass school system in which all studeats challenged by rigorous

academic content standards and have the opportunity to gain knowledge and skills to reach their full

potential. The State Board of Education hdeptedstandards—guidelines for what students should know

and be able to deto impement these legislative goals.

In 2011, Oregon’'s State Boar dStadStandalds,@aet df igorouss d opt e
academic standards developed by a collection of states under the coordination of the Council of Chief State
SchoolOfficers (CCSSO). These common standards are intended to represent a national set of academic
standards for all KL2 public schools.

In 2013,the Oregon legislature adopted a set of education reforms proposed by Governor John Kitzhaber

that will integrate allevels of public educatiomiOregon. Those reforms containaspirational goal
known as 410-20: by the year 20234 0 per cent of students will earn a

12
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percent will earn an associ @20 eercenilllreea bighsahaol t ec hni
diploma or its equivalerds their highest attainment.

To achieve the 4@0-20 goals, 10@ercentof Oregon studentsiustreceive a high school diploma or its
equivalent To make the Quality Education Model consistent with that goal the Quality Education
Commissionhaschanged its primary measure of student achievemeiftom standardized test scores

to the high school graduation rate.While standardized test scores ati# a valuablemeasure of progress

for students as they advance through the grades, a focus on high school graduation as the primary outcome
goal for K12 schoolsnakes t he Qual ity Education Model40s f ocu:
20 goals.

PREVIOUS COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Since 2000, the Quality Education Commi ssion’s re
bestpractices c hool fundi egucand o@r ggah'ss The reports’
findings about student performanperstudent spending, demographic trends, class size, curriculum, and

PreK through higher education alignment.

Prior reports have focusedontheélkk system’'s progress toward the goa
meet i ng tadaemicpdrfananee benchamarks. Tikko mmi s primaryactwities and
recommendations are listed below:

I Examined the relationship between school funding and student achieusyrasiteloping
statistical model that explored the relationship between standardized test scores and ppending
student at the school level (2006).

9 Explored the practices, resources, accountability, and systems improvement associated with
implementing the new gradtion standards that came with the creation of the Oregon Diploma
(2008).

I Examined the challenges for math education presented by the new Oregon Diploma requirements
(2010).

9 Expandeipon the recommendati on of the 2010 Commi s
and allocate additional resources where they will have the greatest impact on student performance.
Time and leadershiare priority investment targetg2012)

9 Focusedn professional collabotian and formative assessment, tareas of teacher practice
where curretresearch finds compelling evidenmeimproved student achievement. TBest
Practicedanelsurveyed all active Oregoadchers to evaluateacher activigs associated with
professional collaboration and formative assessment. The Panel also did aufobmalysis of
the effectiveness of these same teacher activities using a second roudth@fsonveying and on
site interviews of staff at higher perfoing and lower performing schools with similar
demographic$2012)

9 Evaluatedhow resource allocation among schools (elementary, middle, and high) can affect
achievement as studemdvancehrough the grades. By relating the pattern of student achievemen

13
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to instructional expenditures as cohorts of students progressed through the gradiestRhgnel
sought to identify where, along theX® spectrum, schools were getting the most Hantheir-

buck in achieving student learning. The results havedtenpal to help school districts determine
if they are allocating their resources across schools in the most productive way possible.

In light of ongoingeducatiorfunding constrainta s Or e g o n toatinuet@gnowslowly, the
abovefindings andecommendations remain important strategies to get more buonitefd resources.
They are, in fact, consistent with many of the strategic investments made by the 2013 legislature:

EXHIBIT 2: STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

Strategic Initiatives for Student Succes
9 Early Literacy to get all students reading at grade level by third grade
9 Connecting students to the world of work
9 Creating a college-going culture

The Network for Quality Teaching and Learning
9 Teacher mentoring
9 Teacher professional development and training

The 20152017 biennium is a critical opportunity for Oregon to build upon examples of best practice that

bridge effective policies. We must continue to connect the early years to thgraddg. We know that

many of our children are not arriving at kinderga
supporting schools and districts as they collaborate with early learning communities will better prepare our
children to be sumessful students. With the investment in statewidedayl kndergarten, we must

consider thre&ey areas:

1 Capital investments necessary to both support the additional kindergarten students, and the desire
to connect districts with quality p#€ opportunties. These capital investments must take into
account the capacity of the local community

9 Focus on chronic absence which often starts in kinderganigias been shown to directly affect
later school success

 Tie these efforts to the current emphasid investments in“grade reading success.

THE EVOLUTION OF THE QUALITY EDUCATION
MODEL

ORIGINAL MODEL

Oregon’s Quality Education Model (QEM) is a “cost
about school size, demographics, staffing, psiesl development, technology, supplies, and other

14
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factors in order to estimate the costs of meefing e g education goals established in statuis.

originally conceived, the modgbrtrayed the structure and costs of a system of highly effective schools
based orturrent research. Although Oregon had detailed financial data at that time (1999) to build the cost
component of the model, there was insufficient data on student achrevenseatistically relate funding

levels to student outcomes. As a result, the connection between funding and achievement was based
primarily on the professional judgment of educatdrke originalmodel had a number of other limitations:

I The model dichot define a baselinso policy proposals could not be easily compared to
current conditions.

I The model was not designedewaluatendividual policy proposalsbut only the fully

implemented, fully funded mode. This made the moflehly limited usefiness forthe state

budgeting process and for helping inform policymakers.
9 The full-funding number was viewed as unattainable d er Or egon’ s exi sting
so some obseers regarded the modelhasshful thinking rather than as a tool fguiding
funding decisions

PRIOR ENHANCEMENTS

9 Createdabaselinescenario irthe modethatreflect current funding and current practices
This baseline reflects theu@ent Service Level of funding, making the model a useful tool for
evaluatingthecostsgfol i cy proposals for the state’s bu

9 Createdauserinterfacect f r ont end” t hat adasilpbempltiqiodhei cy pr
model so the cost impacts coulddaluatedelative to the baseline

9 Incorporated the findings of pri@ommission research into the model to improve its accuracy
and usefulness

9 Developed a basic capital component to the model that can evaluate thertorapsts of
building and maintaining school facilities.

CURRENT ENHANCEMENTS. THE WORK OF THE 2014 QUALITY
EDUCATION COMMISSION

Every two years the Quality Education Commission conducts a-baset review athe Quality

EducationModel bot h to update the model with the most r
ahlity to relate best practices and resource use to student achievement. In this round, the commission

focused its efforts in four areas:

15
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I Expanding the Quality Education Model to recognize the imgdd®seK programs and the needs
of postsecondary ingutions in evaluating the effectiveness and costs of i@ Komponent of
thebirth to college & careesystem

9 Adding an Equity Stance to the Quality Education Model, recognizing that different students
requiredifferent inputs and supportifsthey are to be successfand that Oregon must dramatically
reduce its academic achievement gépise state is to meet its 4-20 goals.

f Getting a better understanding of how practice
and careereadiness.

91 Using high school graduation as a key measure of success, relying less on standardized test scores.

9 Developing a new student achievement component of the rii@dallows us to predict the
impactthatpolicy interventionsn earlygradeshave on high school graduation

91 Integrating the costing component of the model with the student achievement component, enabling
the model to be used astrategic tool to evaluate the tradeoffs, in terms of both cositaddnt
outcomesof variouspolicy proposals.

9 Incorporatingconsiderations dfoth PreK and postsecondary issues into the basic analytical
framework of the model so that the Commission is considering the readiness of children when they
come out of the PrK environment into kindgrarten and the readiness of high school graduates
when they enter postecondary education or the workforce.

THE QEM IN A P-20 SYSTEM

The charge of the Quality Education Commisgdoects the Commission to make estimatesosts and

student performanderthek i nder garten through grade 12 portion
understanding the readiness of students coming out o€ Pregramsand anticipating the needs of post
secondary institutions, are important taksating the needs @ r e g o-42 stdemts. By knowing each

child' s capabilities and needs as they enter kind
those students. And by having clear expectations of the knowledge and skills students will need to succeed
inposts econdary institutions or the job market, Oreg

students for life after high school graduation.

THE QEC’S EQUITY STANCE

Meeti ng 0O402Qgoal requiregdtBat all students graduate from higbd. The greatest

challenge in achieving 100 percent high school graduation will be to dramatically increase the graduation
rates of studentsavho currently underserved by the system, and those students are disproportionally
students of color, economitadisadvantaged students, Limited English Proficient students, and special

16
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education students. The Quality Education has adopted the following Equity Stance as a statement of the
Commi ssions commitment to equityemfor all/l student s

QEC Charge:

1 Determine the amount of moneys sufficient to ensure the state's systeir? gftfolic education
meets the quality goals established in statute.

1 Identify best practices that lead to high student performance and the costs of implemeséing tho
best practices in K2 public schools.

9 Issue a report to the Governor and Legislative Assembly by August 1 of eachuewbared year
that identifies:

o Current practices in the state'sl® public schools

Costs of continuing those practices

Expected stueht performance under those practices

The best practices for meeting the quality goals

Cost for implementing those best practices

The expected student performance under those practices

Two alternatives for meeting the quality goals (i.e.: different apprgatased

implementation)

O O 0O O0OOo0oOo

The Case for an Equity Stance:

Through the efforts of the Oregon Education Investment Board (OEIB), the state has developed a vision of
educational equity and excellence for each and every child and learner in Oregon. TheEQuadition
Commission (QEC) must ensure that sufficient resource is quantified to guarantee student success. The
QEC understands that the success of every child and learner in Oregon is directly tied to the prosperity of
all Oregonians. The attainment ofjaality education strengthens all Oregon communities and promotes
prosperity, to the benefit of all. It is through educational equity that Oregon will make progress towards
becoming a place of economic, technologic, and cultural innovation.

Oregon facesno growing disparities that threaten our economic competitiveness and our capacity to
innovate. The first is the persistent achievement gap between our growing populations of communities of
color, immigrants, migrants, and low income students with our affiteent white students. While

students of color make up over 30% of our statel are growing at a significant ratair achievement gap

has continued to persist. As our diversity grows, it is critical that we embrace the strength of our new
communities promote outreach and dialogue, and adjust systems to appropriately serve all students. Our
growth in this area increases opportunity for everyone in Oregon.

The second growing disparity is an increasing performance gap between Oregon and the rgsiitetithe

States. Our achievement in state benchmarks has remained stagnant and in some communities of color has
declined while other states have begun to, or have already significantly surpassed our statewide rankings. If
this trend continues, it will traresle into economic decline and a loss of competitive and creative capacity

for our state. We believe that one of our most critical responsibilities going forward is to quantify resources
and note best practices and policies that may be implemented iriordeerse this trend and deliver the

best educational continuum and educational outcomes to Oregon's Children.

17
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By adopting this Equity Stance, the QEC is aligning with the equity efforts of the OEIB and committing to
explicitly identifying disparitiesir egon’ s education systems for the
intervention and investment.

The QEC Believes:

1 Everyone has the ability to learn and that we have an ethical responsibility and a moral
responsibility to ensure an education systleat provides optimal learning environments that lead
students to be prepared for their desired individual futures and a prosperous future for the collective
Oregon community.

1 Speaking a language other than English is an asset and that our educatiomsisiteatebrate
and enhance this ability alongside appropriate and culturally responsive support for English as a
second language.

9 Students receiving special education services are an integral part of our educational community and
we must welcome the oppartity to be inclusive, make appropriate accommodations, and
celebrate their assets. We must directly address thegmersentation of children of color in
special education and the ungepresentation in talented and gifted and coleigp programs.

T Sudents who have previously been described as
representseedr,Ved,u'ndoerr “mi nority” actually repre:
improve overall educational outcomes. We have many counties in rural and urbaoritas
that already have populations of color that make up the majority. Our ability to create an equitable
education system is c¢critical for us to success

1 Intentional and proven practices must be implemented tmretu of school youth to the
appropriate educational setting. We recognize that this will require us to challenge and change our
current educational setting to be more culturally responsive, safe, welcoming, receptive, and
responsive to the significant mber of elementary, middle, and high school students who are
currently out of school.

1 We must make our schools safe for every learner. When students are alienated from their school
communities they are inherently less safe emotionally and, potentiafisicphy.

1 Ending disparities and gaps in achievement begin in the delivery of quality Early Learner programs
and appropriate parent engagement and support. This is not simply an expansion of-sérigces
a recognition that we need to provide servioes way thaengages and has value to our most
diversesegment of the population;®year olds and their families.

1 Resource allocation demonstrates our priorities and our values and that we demonstrate our
priorities and our commitment to rural commuesti communities of color, English language
learners, students with special needs, and out of school youth in the ways we allocate resources and
make educational investments.

1 Communities, parents, teachers, and commtbdaed organizations have unique andortant
solutions to improving outcomes for our students and educational systems. Our work will only be
successful if we are able to truly partner with the community, engage with respect, authentically
listen-- and have the courage to share decisionimgalkcontrol, and resources.

1 Every learner should have access to information about a broad array of career/job opportunities and
apprenticeships that will show them multiple paths to employment yielding faraig incomes,
without diminishing the resporsiity to ensure that each learner is prepared with the requisite
skills to make choices for their future.
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1 Our community colleges and university systems have a critical role in serving our diverse
populations, rural communities, English language learmatsadents with disabilities. Our
institutions of higher education, and th® system, will truly offer the best educational
experience when their campus faculty, staff and students reflect this state, its growing diversity and
the ability for all of tlese populations to be educationally successful and ultimately employed.

9 The rich history and culture of learners is a source of pride and an asset to embrace, celebrate, and
be included in the culture of Or astpesand educati
cultures sometimes challenge the assumptions o

1 Supporting great teaching is essential. Teachers are among the most powerful influences in student
learning. An equitable education system requires providing teswligér the tools and support to
be highly effective instructors for each and every student.

91 Equity requires the intentional examination of systemic policies and practices that, even if they
have the appearance of fairness, may in effect serve to margisaiize and perpetuate disparities.

9 Data are clear that Oregon demographics are changing to provide rich diversity in race, ethnicity,
and language.

1 Working toward equity requires an understanding of historical contexts and the active investment
in changimg social structures and changing practice over time to ensure that all communities can
reach the goal and the vision of 40/40/20.

| mplications of Taking an Equity Stance on the QE

This Equity Stance will confirm the importance of recognizingtumsbnal and systemic barriers and
discriminatory practices that have limited access for many students in the Oregon education system. The
Equity Stance emphasizes underserved students, such as out of school youth, English Language Learners,
and studentsr some communities of color, low income students, and some rural geographical locations,
with a particular focus on racial equity. The result of creating a culture of equity will focus on the outcomes
of academic proficiency and educational attainmenwig eiwareness, workplace literacy, and personal

integrity. The commission will focus on resource allocation, overall investments, practices, and policies.

By utilizing this Equity Stance, the QEC aims to align to a common Oregon vocabulary and protocol
regarding issues of educational equity; and consider each of the following matters in the evolving
development of the Quality Education Model, related reports, and other items that come before the
commission:

1. Review and publish data on current and potehtiale impact of resource allocation and
practices or p o-group popudatioasrat alDlevelgfloKrl2, and Bighdr
education.

2. Explicitly describe the impact recommended resource allocation levels and suggested practices
or policies have v eliminating the opportunity gap.

3. Enumerate, explain, and develop possible strategies to overcome ideological, institutional, and
other challenges to more equitable outcomes.

4. Create and implement a plan to intentionally involve members of affegtechunities in the
consideration of data as well as suggested evideased practices or policies.

5. Consider resource allocation levels and practices or policies that focus on transition knowledge
and skills (postsecondary and career awarenessadgatay, college and workforce norms,
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admission requirements, and financial aid options and procedures). Incorporate an appreciation
for diversity and a culturally appropriate development of educational and career transition
knowledge.

6. Compar e Or e gnoenprasticgs,amdfpaiciesaith those of other states to better
define recommended resource allocation levels and suggested practices or policies to advance
the 40/40/20 goal faall learners.

Further, the QEC will be developing a Quality Education MM¢@EM) report that is more inclusive of
Oregon’s diverse population. The QEM wil/l al so pr
40-40-20 goal than in the past by acknowledging the barriers that exist for many learners and offering
recommende resource allocation levels and suggested practices or policies that provide an equitable path

to college and career for every Oregon learner.

COLLEGE READINESS

In 2013 The Quality Education Commission (QEC) launched a-yrdti research projetd investigate
practices that result in equitable st ud-20fbithpr ogr e
through college and careegntinuum of educationThis sectiorreports on thearlystatus of Phase One

of this project: a stdy of the practices in high schools with higher than predicted graduation and

postsecondary enrollment (PSE) rates as compartddh schools that have similar student characteristics

but lower than predicted graduation grastsecondary enrolimemates.

Eliminating current discrepancies between the rates at winiar performing studenendhigher

performing studemstsuccessfully accomplish this transition is essei@i®regon achieving its 400-20

high school and college completion goals ($8)Z The QEC utilizes the Educational Policy Improvement
Center’'s (EPIC) college and ¢ aoridertify practees thatarersose i nv e
prevalent irhigh-performingschoolsthanin lower-performingschools in all four Oregoschool locales

(city, suburban, town, and rural)

Background:

Over the past three QEM Report cycles, the Quality Education Commission has worked to increasingly
expand the Best Practices Panel ' s ¢ aptoodl fgragticdsso ex p
impact student achievement. This is because a recurrent QEC finding has been significant variation among
districts and schools in how school improvement practices are implemented, and these variations have been
found to result in signifiantly different student achievement.

Further, past Best Practices Panel research has shown that that while {b#etudent achievement
levels exist most often in schools with higher percentagesridkastudents, there are schools throughout

* https://www.epiconline.orggsues/collegeareefreadiness
® The Status of Rural EducatiofMay 2013). U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES). Retrieved fromhttp://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_tla.asp
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the stag that are performing higher than predictgkspitesharing similar atisk student characteristics and
funding leves as their counterparts who are performing lower than predicted.

This finding was reinforced by the 2D12 QEC research cycle that sHigght on howtwo schools with

similar characteristics foster very different student outcomes regardless of very similar student
characteristcsThe QEC’' s research design for the 2012 stud
matched pairs of sdols performing higher than predicted and lower than predicted with similiakat

student populations; 2) online teacher and administrator surveys regarding the use of formative assessment
and teacher collaboration in their schools; and 33itmintervews ofteachersand administrators to shed

further light on exactly how each school was implemerfongative assessments and teacher

collaboratior?

201316 Multi-year Research Plan:

The QEC ionductinga multiyear study that investigates practices resulting in student progress at critical
transi ti on p o binhtccollage and careédmtieugno af édsgcation. Ultimately, this

project wildl provi de Or e g beOregon Bducateon InvestmentBoardt e | e g
(OEIB) with an understanding of the practices and associated investment levels needed to ensure students
are prepared for a successful progress throughout their secondary asecpostary education. The

st udy otfocasowersaghregear period are

Phase 1 (20135): Practices that improve high school graduation and postsecondary
enrollment

Phase 2 (20146): Practices that improve postsecondary completion and transition to careers

Phase 3 201416): Practices that improve kindergarten readiness

201314 Phase 1 Research Design:

Implementation of Phase 1 began in October of 2013. It is anticipated it will take a minirhi8monhths
to complete all four ofhe Phase flesearch componé&n

Component 1:  Development of a high school college readiness ranking methodology and
identification of matched pairs of schoft®mpleted)

Componeng: Review of currentesearcHiterature in the areas of improving graduation and
postsecondargnroliment rategcompleted)

ComponenB: AdministrationofE P1 C* s Ca mp u s Re aamatched paiggnfost i ¢ t o
schoolgin process)

® Moving the Needle on Student Achievement in Oregon through Formative Assessment and Teacher Collaboration
QEC Research Brief. (October 2Q012ummarizeshe findings of this research
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Component: Implementation otase studies ahatchedpair high schools to better understand
the CampusReadysults(anticipated to begin by January 2015)

The successful implementation of all four components will enable the QEC to answeaeshion:

What are the practices and associated costs in high schools that have better than
predicted student graduation and postsecondary enroliment rates than high schools that
have lower than predicted graduation and postsecondary enrollment rates?

Phase 1Commnent 1 Selection of Matched Pairs

The goal of this component was to identify matched pairs of high schools for further analysis of practices
used to improve graduation and postsecondary enrollment rates by the selected schools. In comgtructing t
modd ECONothwest a Portlanebased economics consulting firoged studerevel cohort graduation

data showing student characteristics (i.e., gender, race/ethnicity, program status including economically
disadvantaged, Limited English Proficient (LEP3lented and Gifted (TAG), and special education

(SPED), high school completion status, and the name of the high school with responsibility for each
student’ s compl e tléva enroimerit listorm érebility) wast alsalused to calculate
addtional background characteristics. ECQMwestrelied on data fronthe National Student

Clearinghouse (NSC)toassessgppst condary enr ol Il ment of Oregon’ s

The completed model enabl ed t h'ectualeotiege enrgilmemtfande a ¢ h
persistacerates as compared with theiredictedperformance rates for both indicators. The resulting
College Readiness Ranking Report was utilized by EQ@thWestto identify matched pair candidates.

The focus of seleitin of matched pair candidates was on the extent to which schooloueider

performed relative tpredicted performancegiven the characteristics of students served by each school.
Primary factors considered included:

9 Estimated school effectstheimp act on s-decondarnsuceess tipabcantbe attributed to
their secondary schooling

9 Geography/locale code assigned to each school by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES): City, Suburban, Town, and Rural

91 Distance of each schoabin OUS(Oregon University Systenand CCWD(Community College
and Workforce Developmenit)stitutions to gage physical proximity and potential access

9 School sizgenroliment)

1 Student demographics (matched pair schools shared similar percentsiyetenfs identified as
economically disadvantaged, raite, and Hispanic).

Excluded from the analysis were schools with fewer than fifty students, schools with poverty rates that are
well below average, Charter schools, alternative schools, and otpeabprograms, bUECONorthwest
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also advised the QEC that there are high and low performers among this group that may deserve attention
in future work.

Phase 1Component 2: Administration of a College Readiness Diagnostic to Matched Pairs

The goal of the second research component is to determine the extent to which college readiness skills are
taught in the matched pair high schools to promote greater enrolimep¢aigtencén postsecondary
education.To this end, lte Educational Potiy ImprovementCenter (EPIC)a Eugendasededucational

policy research organizatioagdministered CampusReady to the matched pairs of schawddyzing the

results at a systems level for the QEC, and providing participating schools with personplizestihey

can use for further analysis and planning.

Through more than ten years of college readiness research, Dr. David Conley and EPIC developed the Four
keys to College and Career Readiness, a model describing the knowledge and skills thanstedentse
successful in the postsecondary environment. This model is the basis for CampusReady, a diagnostic
measuring college and career readiness that has been administered to more than 43,000 students, 3,700
teachers, 300 administrators, 270 counseland 148 schools in 20 stafes.

CampusReady is designed to measure how well schools are doing to prepare all students for college and
careers. CampusReady is a vised diagnostic that is administered to students, teachers, counselors, and
administrabrs and provides detailed reports on measures linked to the Four Keys to College and Career
Readiness. Embedded within the Four Keys are-gmgaitive learning skills that include behaviors

through which students manage their own learning process ardstartl how they learn best (e.g.,

reflection, learning strategy selection). This is an area of high interest to the QEC given current best
practice evidence that “knowing how to | earn” has
contentarea knowledge.

EPI C"s definition of CaaHecltoatgneknaviedie, skillst amchabitRieaa d i ne s s
students must possess to be successful in postsecondary education or training that leads to a sustaining
career. A student who is reafty college and career can qualify for and succeed in detrgl, credit

bearing college courses without the need for remedial or developmental coursework

EPIC further explains that college readiness and career readiness are similar, b&calysef college

courses reveal that the learning skills and foundational knowledge associated with college success overlap
considerably with those necessary for success in training programs that lead to careers. Given this
overlap, it serves no useful purpdseseparate students into two groups, one bound for cadiedéne

other for work. All students aspire to enter the workforce, and to do so, all will need a comparable set of
foundational skills and learning abilities if they are to succeed.

" Epiconline.op.cit
8 Epiconline, op.cit.
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The QECODE, OEIB and EPIC staff worked together to secure five of the matched pair candidates for the
college readiness diagnostic, one each feiyn suburban, angown locales and two fromural locales

The matched pair repregdéartimag ch@idt pwailmi gk psekenlt s
were able to complete the diagnostic by June 2014. A summarglohinaryfindings related to the

results of their CampusReady administration is reported in this section of the Executive Summary. See
Volume Il of this reporfor the complete June 2014 EPIC report to the QEC.

Theura’ asudutYy ban” matched pairs wild.l be taking the
The summary of findings relatedowm” tcehted r“ meaetsauH da d |
results and reported in a research brief planned for release by the @&Cdigber 2014

EPI Cos Preliminary Campus Ready Findings and | nsi

The Four Keys to College and Career readiness are listed below alotg®ithC’ s pr el i mi nar vy
each Key from the matched pair studpth students and teachers provide scores on components of these
Keys.

Key Cognitive StrategieThe Key Cognitive Strategies aremaltechniques for processing and organizing
information

Preliminary Findings:
91 Scores were average in the implementatiorikef Cognitive Strategie®r bothmatchedairsof
Oregon schoolas compared with other schools in the U.S.

f The | @n geéolssépdited more focus dfey Cognitive Strategiesverall than did the
smaltben” “ sforbathddachers and students

9 Research is Key Cognitive Strateggf note for all schools; student scores are much higher than

teacher scores at all schaotglicating that students feel they have a grasp of research although
teachers do not emphasize research in the classroom

91 Student scores for Interpretation are lower than teacher scores for all schools

Key Content Knowledgéey Content Knowledge meass theways in which students interact with content
knowledge, its perceived value to them and the effort they are willing to expend to learn necessary content

Preliminary Findings:
91 All schools in the study had higher than average scores in this dimension as compared with other
schools that have taken CampusReady in the U.S.

91 This was the highest rated key dimension for all schools in the study
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91 Al schools had high scores drcademicAttribution (students know that hard work determines
how well they do, not whether they were predet
smaltboen” “schools rated themstwinVsshmolseven higher

9 There is a large studétgacher discrepancy @xcademic Value (Teachers reported they teach the
value of coursework and how learning information taught in courses will be useful later in life
often to very often, but students say they only somewhat see the value)

9 Students feetonfident in using technology, but teachers are not emphasizing technology in the
classroom

Key Learning Skills and TechniquesOwnership of Learningescribedraits that help students monitor
and increase their learnirgndLearning Techniques involve the exercise of specific methods and
techniques that can be learned

Findings for Ownership of Learning:
91 Across all schools, teachers rate persistence as an aegbésis in their classrooms
Students ratthemselves lowen persistencéhan teachers

91 For goal setting and sedfwareness, students have higher ratings than teachers.

91 For selfawareness, students at all schools have higher scores than teachers and teachers at
lower performing schools report focusing on selfareness more, although for one pair this
was lowemwhen looking at core content teachers only

Findings for Learning Techniques:
Students perceive their strategic reading and information retention strategies as weaker than most
other skills

I Teachers atigher performing schools focus more on developing time management skills than
their peersat lower performing schools

91 Students scored lower than teachers in the majority of dimensions for this key intinnging
management ancbllaborativestrategies

Key Transition Knowledge and Skillsonsist of informationand behaviors necessary to understand the
norms, culture, expectations, and systemic processes for gaining entrance into and navigating the
postsecondary envir on meacademichaspiratomd i gns t o one’' s ca

Findings for Key Transition Knowledge and Skills:
9 Students scored themselves low on knowledge of tuition and financial aid at all schools, but the
|l ower performing schools’ students had the hig
9 Administrators had higher scores at larger schools than other groups at those schools

EPICresearchndicatedransition skills arespecially important for students who are first generation
college aspirants:
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Successful transition out of high schoaduires understanding the process involved in obtaining the
postsecondary training and education required to reach goals. The repeated and systematic provision of
information about the postsecondary matriculation process (i.e., program selection, igfigibil
requirements, and admissions procedures), as well as postsecondary costs (i.e., tuition awareness,
financial aid, and private loan awareness) to all students is one of seven principle elements observed in
schools that have demonstrated greater sudcegeeparing students for postsecondary education than
comparable schools. Traditionallgrivilegedknowledge of this process is often handed down from
parents to their children, making it less available to students whose parents did not attend callege a
students from lower incomes: IBES students are 55% less likely to apply to-j@ar colleges than are

their higherSES peers.

EPI Cbs I nsights include:

1. Inclusion of the additional matched pairs in the study will provide more robust data regheding
differences between higher and lower performing schools

2. The high scores of students and teachers on components of Key Content Knowledge are consistent
withCar ol Dweck’' s Academi Ac&entcittribputiottiDrwkss &kt € r es e a
rescarcchhaocused on demonstrating the i mportance o
leads to success, rather than a fixed mindset, where a student either has innate ability of does not.

3. The differencedetweersmaller and larger schodlicate there Wi be value in doingase
studies that:
a. Explorewhy Key Cognitive Strategies and Key Learning Skills & Techniques are opposite
from predided in the smaller schools;
b. ExamineKeys in school context including other important dimensions related to school
performance (e.g., leadership, family involvemenstructional resources);
c. Takenote of postsecondary aspiration differences betwaahand urban schools; and
d. ExploreKey components using mixed methods within the case study

4. Students and teachesften disagree on the degree to which particular elements of each of the Four
Keys to College Readiness are emphasized in the classroom (e.g., persistence, academic value,
challenge level, experience with technology,-s@lfirenes strategies, and goal teg drategies)

Additionally, the QEC finds that an analysis of the differences and similarities among survey
respondents is important to investigate as a part of the upcoming saisdy component of this study. For
example:

Participant responses to@pusReady items were measured on Likert scalesbofTlhese responses were
averaged across groups to create an overall score for each participant group at each school. The higher

° Dweck, C. (20@). The Perils and Promises of Prai8ssociation of Supervision and Curriculum Development
(ASCD), Alexandria, VA.
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performing school of the *“cit y(losdstavemdeascoresylwbtweeh e gr
teachers and students in their responses to the following components of the Four Keys to College and
Career Readiness:

Strategy Student Teachers- Overall Teachersi Core Content
Somewhat likeme= 23 | rarely/ never do this=-3 | rarely/ never do this=2
A lot like me= 34 | do this often=34 | do this often=3#
Very much like me= 4% | do this very often= 4% | do this very often= %

Problem Formulation 3.76 3.7 3.80

Interpretation 3.37 3.69 3.65

Communication 3.36 3.33 3.26

Precision and Accuracy 3.76 3.69 3.68

Student Effort 3.74 3.94 3.94

Structure of Knowledge 3.91 4.03 4.05

Note Taking Strategies 3.46 3.45 3.47

Academic Awareness 3.62 3.74 3.76

For this same higher performing school, teachers and students had the most disagreement in thesr respons
to the followingcomponents of the Four Keys

Strategy Student Teachers- Overall Teachersi Core Content
Somewhat like me=-3 | rarely/ never do this=-3 | rarely/ never do this=3
A lot like me= 34 | do this often=34 | do this dten= 34
Very much like me= 4% | do this very often= 4% | do this very often= 4%

Research 3.76 3.09 3.08

Academic Attribution 3.85 4.20 4.34

Academic Value 3.26 4.44 4.44

Challenge Level 3.56 4.03 4.05

Experience with Technology 4.0 3.31 3.15

Goal Setting Strategies 3.78 2.93 2.83
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Persistence Strategies 3.45 4.0 4.05
Self-Awareness Strategies 3.92 3.03 2.96
Test Taking Strategies 3.46 3.91 4.0

Collaborative Learning Strategies 3.24 3.68 3.67
Time Management Strategies 3.20 3.79 3.79
General Study Strategies 3.14 3.75 3.76

Phase 1Component 3: Case Studies

The third component of Phaswill involve onsite, in-depth case studies of each of the matched pair

schools. The QEC will utilize the data gathered from components 1 and 2 as the basis for developin
guestions related to effective practices, attributes and actions of the subject schools. Surveys, focus groups,
direct observation, interviews, and a cost effectiveness analysis are a few of the strategies that have been

used with success by the QECtle past andrebeing discussed as likely candidates for this matched pair

study as well.

Phase 1Component 4: Best Practices Research Literature Review

The

focus of t he

Best
evidence of effective high school practices shown to improve high school graduation and postsecondary
education enroliment rates and college and career readiness. Of high priority was the identification of

P r awas to leaendronPstudias that providerdliable r e s e

strategies and practices that are effective in helpistgricallyunderservedinderachieving student groups

(e.g., economically disadvantaged, Hispanic, Black, American Indian/Alaska native, English Language

Learner (ELL), andpecial educatio(SPED). Additionally, the QEC sought to learn more about the

impact of gender, school locale, and the systematic teaching of specific college readiness skills on high

school graduation and postsecondary enrollment rates.

The intent of the research revievas to aswer thdollowing questions:

1.
2.

How do

O yyeamggaduatisn rates compare with those of other states and countries?

What educational practices have been effective in improvingdulgbolgraduation rates in other

states and countries?
How does Oregon

college and career readiness compare with high school graduates of other states and countries?

S

postsecondary

enr ol

me nt

What strategies and approaches have been effective in improwhgggondary enrollment rates
and levels of college and career readiness in other states and countries?
What costing and budgeting practices among educational deoisikers in other states and
countries are the most likely to result in evidebesed pretices being implemented?
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Highlights of the findings of the QEC Best Practices Panel Review of Research Literature: were

Access to high quality data about the relative effectiveness of educational practice has improved

dramatically sincéehe QEC was edbdished in 1999 and the 2000 release of the National Center for

Education Statistics (NCES) Statistical Analysis Repddnitoring School Quality: An Indicators

Report® Attheturn ofthiscentury, hi gh qual i ty” data, dmdtdaiyed as da
collected over a number of years, were only available on a few straightforward teacher indicators: teacher
assignment, teacher experience, and class size, and there were conflicting research results about the impact
of each of them on studentraevement.

Monitoring School Quality: An Indicators Repdadentified thirteen indicators of educational practice
overall, and explained that only peguality data were available at that time on indicators such as
pedagogy, school leadership, schgodls, and professional community:

These indicators are complex and therefore more difficult to measuyéiatatically, have not

been prominent in national datllection efforts. It is difficult to isolate and measure critical
elements of pedagodpecause the teaching process consists of a complex set of interactions
between students, the teacher, and the curriculum. Measuring human actions, incentives, and
opinions to estimate the effects of scHewkl attributes such as leadership goals, anofgssional
community is an equally complex task.

This report was essentially an urgent national “c
to make the best possible evidettased decisions about which practices are the bestfitfoe i r st uden
needs andf implemented, will likely result in improved student achievement. The task of identifying and
generating high quality data and conducting rigorous research into practices associated with complex
indicators of quality educatiowas not, however, within the realm of possibility for schools and districts by
themselves.

A wide variety of norprofit organizations, educational institutions, foundations, businesses and other
entities throughout the U.S. stepped up to the platesi@mificant strides have been made in the quality of
data that can now collectively measure the thirteen indicators of a quality educational experience identified
by NCES. One outcome of this unprecedented and ongoing nationwide effort to improvayttieahn

capacity of schools and teachers is that therecieased access pablished information about how states

are improving their graduation and postsecondary enrollment rates.

Closely associated with this improvement is the forgingeséarctpractice partnerships as a strategy for
leveraging research for educational improvement in sdfiswicts. A William T. Grant Foundation
sponsored white papdResearcHPractice Patnerships: A Strategy for Leveraging Research for
Educational Improvemeiin School Districts' describes three types of reseapthctice partners:

®Mayer, D., Mullens, J., and Moak). (2000). U.S. Department of Education (USDED). National Center for
Education Statistics (NCESylonitoring School Quality: An Indicators Repowashington, DC.

 Coburn, C.E., Penuel, W.R., & Geil, K.E. (January 20R®searckPractice Partnerships: Strategy for
Leveraging Research for Educational Improvement in Schools Distifisam t. Grant Foundation, New York, NY.
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1) Research alliances that are partnerships between a district and an independent research organization,
focused on investigating questions of policy and practice of importaribe district (e.g., Research

Alliance for New York City Schools, Consortium on Chicago School Resedallignces funded through

the Regional Education Laboratory contracts

2) Designresearch partnerships that aim to build and study solutions #woelal, placebased contexts
that focus equally on informing practice and research, emphasthesggn, and collaborate throughout the
process (e.g., The University of Washington and Bellevue School District Partnership)

3) Networked improvement communities (NICs) that are networks of school districts that seek to leverage
diverse experiences in multiple settings to advance understanding about what works, where, when and

under what conditions. They involve networks ofaR, district, or universities; use systematic methods

for continuous improvement; put researchers and district staff ktraditional roles; and focus on

devel oping |l ocal capacity (Carnegie Foundation fo
Improvanent Communities.)

How do Oryeaggoaduat®n rdtes compare with those of other states and countries?

National Center for Education Statistid¢GES data confirms that the overall U.S. public high schoel on
time 4year Average Cohort Graduation Rate in the United States for2Dafd 201112 wereatall-time
highs of 79ercentand 80percent respectively. Note: The 201412 rate reflects the cohltagyrad rate from
47 states and the Average Freshi@aaduatiorRate for Idaho, Kentucky and Oklahom&.r e go n 6 s
average cohort graduation rate for 20401 and 201112 was 6%ercent placing it 5th from the bottom

of all states and the District a€olumbia in 201011 and 2° from the bottom of all states and the District
of Columbia in 201112.

A comparison of 20141 and 201112 Average Cohort Graduation Rate results disaggregated by
race/ethnicity and selected demograplst®ws thastudentsdentified asAmericanindian/Alaska Native,
Hispanic, Black, Economically disadvantaged, Limited English proficient, and/or as Students with
disabilities, graduated at lower rates overall in the U.S. than Asian/Pacific Islanders. The same populations
of sudents graduated at an even lower rate in Oré&gon.

The prospects for young adults withdiggh school diplomas are poofhe report2009 Average Income

by Educational Attainment Averagedeased by the U.S, Department of Education were: (1) High 5choo
Dropout: $19,540; (2) High School Graduate: $27, 3
Bachel or’ s Degr e e :theiidviual $tat®reporypdoduced bydhe Alliahce for

Excellent Education reports the benefits to Oregon of graduating 90 percent (7,400 more) students from the

2 Stetser, M., and Stillwell, R. (2014). Publligh School FouYear OnTime Graduation Rates and Event Dropout
Rates: School Yars 201112. (NCES 2014891), U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics.
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Class of 2012 would have beg® million in increased annual earnings, $95 million in increasedal
gross state product agd2 million in increased annual state/local tax reveftes.

Gaps in educational attainment by income, race and ethnicity, gender, and locale have grown in recent
decades:

1. Graduation rates are significantly lower in dissiatith higher percentages of students who are
eligible for free or reducegrice lunches

2. About 42 percent of Hispanic students, 43 percent of African American, and 46 percent of
American Indian students do not graduate on time with a regular diplomaawamrip 17 percent
of Asian students and 22 percent of white students

3. Among all races and ethnicities, males graduate at a lower ratddktaeir female peers-68
percent versus 75 percent

4. High school students of Ieimcome families drop out of high sobl at six times the rate of their
peers from high income families

5. The lowestachieving 25 percent of students are twenty times i@y to drop out of high
school compared to students in the highest achievement qtfartile

U.S. census dafar 2011s hows t hat nationally, 22 percent of An
federal poverty line and 49¢ercent live in lowincome families that struggle to meet basic needs. The

U.S. poverty rate is higherand has been for many yearthan anyotherindustrialized country that

participates in international student achievement tests, and people who are poor in America stay that way
longer than anywhere else in the inaiadized world. In the 2013 Research Report Updatiew

Majority: Low Income Studss in the South and Nation, the Southern Education Foundation yeport

Oregon, with 51 percentof children in low-income families,is identified asone of 17 statewaving

the highest rates of low income students in the U.S., and is second only to Califiar(54 percent) in

the Western United States?

There are strong relationships among poverty, locale of schooling, and equity of educational outcomes.
The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) revised its definitions of school localmtgpes.

The result was an urbarentric classification system with four major locale categergity, suburban,

town, and rural each of which is divided into three subcategerditses and suburbs are subdivided into
small, midsize, or large; towrmd rural areas are subdivided by their proximity to an urbanized area into
the categories fringe, distant, or remote. This system differentiates towns and rural areas on the basis of

13U.S. Department of EducatioNational Center for Education Statistics, (2011). The Digest of Education Statistics.
(2010). (NCES 201:015). WashingtorD.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.

“Baum, S., Ma, J., & Payea, K. (2013). The Benefits of Higher Education for Individuals and Society. New York,
NT: The College Board. Retrieved from: https://trends.collegeboard.org/sites/default/files/edpagsdn13full -
report.pdf

5 suitts, S. & Sabree, N., (October 2013). Southern Education Foundation (SEF). Research Repor Bjetate.
Majority: Low Income Students in the South and Nation
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their proximity to larger urban centers, allowing the differentiatiorual schools and districts in
relatively remote areas from those located just outside an urban center.

In the 2013 NCES Repoithe Status of Rural Educatiaesearchers found that more than half (57
percent) of all regular school districts in theSUare located in rural areas, while 20 percent of districts are
located in suburban areas, 18 percent in towns, and 5 percent in cities

Students in rural districts experienced higher graduation rates than their peers in districts in cities and
towns. In the District of Columbia and the 47 states that reported data (California, Nevada, and Vermont
did not), the averaged freshman graduation rate (AFGR) for-@9@as 77 percent. Rural areas
experienced graduation rates of 80 percent, which is highethkaaverage. Graduation rates were higher
in rural areas than icities (68 percent) and towns (79 percent) but lower than in suburban areas (81
percent). Graduation rates in large urban district are the lowest 64 percent of all four locales and their
subgroupg64.1 percent)'

A comparison of the percentages of students distributed among the four locales in Oregon versus the
United States show@regon has higher percentages of students in locales that graduate students at lower
rates(cities and towns)and has lower percentages of studémtecalesthat graduate students at higher
rates(suburban and rural)The impact and implications of this differene#l be further explored through

case studies:

Locale U.S. Student Distribtibon ~ Oregon Student Distribution U.S. AFGR 20089
City 29% 32% 68%
Suburban 34% 24% 81%
Town 12% 26% 79%
Rural 24% 17% 80%

The Best Practices Panel atsarched for information on the relationships among poverty, race, gender,
and exclusionary discipline (suspensions or expulsions) of high school students as factors that have the
potential to influence graduation ratdde Institute for Education Sciers (IES) 2007 research on
Suspensions and Expulsions of High School Students found distinct differences in national rates of
suspension and expulsion by gender and race/ethnicity. IES reportdgetrete oimale high school
studentsvho had ever been suspendeds32 percent whilehis rate fofemaleswas17 percent. In

addition, nearly 49 percent of Black (male and female) high school students had been sudgeased

once a greater percentage than Hispanic (26 percent), Whitgett8nt), and Asian/Pacific Islander (13
percent) and students of two or more races (29 percent).

% The Status of Rural Educatio®p. cit.
" USED, National Centerdr Education Statistc¥ out h | ndi cators 2011. Americads Y
Chapter 2. SchoeRelated Characteristics, Indicator 14. Suspensions and Expulsions of High School S{@a6&gjs
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A 2014 study conducted by the National Center for Education Evaluation (NCEE), Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory at Education Northwé&stspensio and Expulsion Patterns in Six Oregon School
Districts, providesfurtheranalysis othe impact of student suspension and expulsions in Oregon. The six
districts studied collectively enroll 2tercento f  Or e -4@2studests akdd are among the mosedie

with enrollments of 28 percentf t h eHisgamnicastudehtss 51 percent of its Asian students, and 55
percent of i$ Black students. The study reported that feryear 201112:

1. The percentage of students receiving exclusionary discifdirsp@sions and expulsiongjas 2.5
times higher for male students than for female students. The percentage was higher for American
Indian, Black, Hispanic, and multiracial students and lower for Asian students than for White
students. And the percentage $tudents in special education was higher than that for students not
in special education.

2. The percentage of students receiving multiple suspensions was three times higher for male students
than for female students. The percentage was higher for Amémdian, Black, Hispanic, and
multiracial students and lower for Asian students than for white students. And the percentage was
four times higher for students in special education than for students not in special education.

3. There is no evidence thatposing exclusionary discipline on more students has increased school
safety, improved learning climates in schools, or improved the behavior of students receiving such
discipline

4. Schools with a higher level of exclusionary discipline have been foumavtlower levels of
academic achievement and environments less conducive to learning. Students who are suspended
are more likely to repeat a grade, drop out, and become involved in the juvenile justice$ystem.

The National Institutes of Health also cepthat families have a powerful role in shaping educational and
adult outcomes. A growing proportion of American children are being raised in single parent families and
for an increasing fraction of their childhoodShildren reared isingleparent horasare more likely to

live in poverty andirop out of high school. The analysis show s that boys in single parent homes complete
less schooling than girls, whichagnhelp to explain divergent trends in dropout rates by géhder

Finally, an analysis thahed light on the profound role of poverty in dropout ratesconducted by

Balfanz & Legterg2004) at the Center for Research on the Education of Students Placed At Risk
(CRESPAR) at Johns Hopkins University found that schools with the lowest levels of promotion (from
freshmen to senior statuskre not necessarily schools with the igthevels of minority students. Rather,
schools with the weakest promotion power (the rate at which a high school is able to advance students
through grade levels and to graduation) were schools with high levels of poverty and a lack of resources.

I n f a crity mindrimmscihools with more resources successfully promote students to senior status at the

8 Burke, A. & Nishioka, V. (2014). Institute &ducation Sciences (IES), National Center for Education Evaluation
and Regional Assistance, Regional Educational Laboratory at Education NortBusgstnsion and Expulsion
patterns in six Oregon School Districts

¥ Heckman J. and LaFontaine, P. (201The American High School Graduate: Trends and LeWwlid Public

Access
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same rate as maf oheresegrcherhfirthee prapasdtibabthisssuglests that a dedicated
application of resources schools with a high leVef povertycouldhelplower dropout rates.

Education at a Glance 2013 he Organization for Economic@p er at i on and Devel opme
most recent publication detailing the graduation and-gesbndary enrollment rates of its member
countries is the primary source of ‘ongpourdries.lseconda
reports that since 1995, upper secondary graduation rates have increased by an average of 8 percentage
points among OECD countries with comparable data. The greatest increase occurred in Mexico, which

shows an annual growth rate of 4qmart between 2000 and 2011. The U.S. annual growth rate for the

same period of time is .7 percent. Finland has the highest upper secondary graduation rate overall with 84
percent of males and 86 percent of females graduating in 2013.

Also, for the 23 629 OECD countries with available data, the fifste upper secondary graduation rate

for 2013 is 83 percent. The EU21 oerecemandtheeGR20 aver
countries’ average r at e .MWihagtaduaiongaterfe/7 percaht, tbedJtSor i s
was below the OECD overall average graduation rat

graduation rate of gfrcentwas below the lowest average rate of graduation among OETC, EU21, and
G20 counties as welf*

What Strategies Are Effective In Improving High School Graduation Rates in the U.S.?

The USED Institute of Education Sciences (IES) What Works Dropout Prevention Practice Guide
(2008)synthesizes all of the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) findings about interventions and makes
the following recommendations about how to decrease dropouts and improve graduatiéh rates:

1. Utilize data systems that support a realistic diagnosis of the nuafilstudents who drop out and
that help identify individual students at high risk of dropping out

2. Assign adult advocates to students at risk of dropping out

3. Provide academic support and enrichment to improve academic performance

4. Implementprogram®t i mpr ove studentsd classroom behavio
5. Personalize the learning environment and instructional process

6. Provide rigorous and relevant instruction to better engage students in learning and provide the
skills needed to graduate and to settvem after they leave school

“ Balfanz & Legters. (2004).ocating the Dropout CrisisCenter for Research on the Education of Students Placed
At Risk (CRESPAR), Johns Hopkins University.

L Office of Economic an€ooperative Development (OEC¥2013),Education at a Glance 2013: OECD

Indicators OECD Publishing. Retrieved from: http://dx.doi.org/10.178 H2at3en

% Retrieved fromhttp://ies.ed.gov/inceand http://ies.eday/ncee/wwc/publications/practiceguides/
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In addition, a search of all regular high schodiadVorks Clearinghouséntervention studies related to

“staying in school?”, “progr essi n gfterthea2088publcation” , and
of the IES Dropout Prevention Practice Guide, resulted in a finding of seven interventions having an
effectiveness rating of “potenti al Pyhisfiodhgwas ve” or

based on e aslmproventerd indexsedreiomw arscales®fto +50. The score is the expected
change in percentile rank for an average comparison group of students if the student had received the
intervention. It was measured as the percentile difference betweeretivermtion group mean and the
comparison group mean using the comparison group distribution. The seven intervenfibns are:

1. Accelerated Middle Schoo{$35 Dropout Prevention/Progressing in School Improvement Index
and +17 Progressing in School Improvement Index

2. ALAS( “ Wi n(e42iih Dropout Prevention/Staying in school and +19 in Dropout
Prevention/Progressing in schpol

3. Career Academief-13 in Diopout Prevention/Progressing in school and +13 in Dropout
Prevention/Staying in school)

4. Check and Conne¢t30 Dropout Prevention/Progressing in school; +25 Staying in School; and +1
Completing School Improvement indices)

5. Financial Incentives for Teen Rents to Stay in Scho¢t6 Staying in School Improvement Index)
6. High School Redirectioft+4 Dropout Prevention/Progressing in School Improvement Index)
7. Talent Searclf+17 Dropout Prevention/Completing School Improvement Index)

Other sources of researblhsed informatiodetailing effective practices in thmplementation of
strategieshat arescaling up best practices in improviggaduation ratem entire systems (e.g., states,
districts, cities)nclude:

The University of Chidago&chools Res€a@CSR) nvolving the mragress
being made by Chicago Public Schools (CRS)ril 2014 CCSR Research Summary entitleceventable
Failured Improvements in Longerm Outcomes when High Schools Focused on the Ninth Grad& Year
tellste st ory of Chi c a gyear Petambrphosis 8amradamée urban ssheol distmict with
one of the highest poverty levels in the US and a 59 percentajiagrate in 200102 to one in which 82
percent of its ninth graders in the class of 2013 were on track to gra#liggtéeaturesoC h i ¢ d@no ' s
TracK indicator are shown below:

% Retrieved from: http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/FindWhatWorks.aspx?0=3&n=Dropout%20Prevention&r=1&g=22
#The interventions are described in more detail in Volume Il of this report.

% Roderick, M., Kellykemple, Johnsor). & Beechum, N. ( April 2014). Research Summamgventable Failure:
Improvements in Lon@erm Outcomes when High School Focused on the Ninth Grade MeatJniversity of
Chicago Consortium on Chicago School Research. University of Chicago, Chitiagis 1l
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1. Student Data District provides data on students most at risk of goingrafk, to the right people
within school, in a timely way

2. Leadership Principal prioritizes ofirack and ensures bily among teachers, counsed and
larger school community

3. Collaboration: Ninth grade teachers collaborate in professional learcamgmunities and share
strategies within a school, and across schools

4, Personalization:l nt erventi ons are tailored to each <chil
knowledge ohis or herindividual course performance

Research findings related to the effeeness of On Track over time include:

1. Improvements in ninth grade ottirack earlymover schools were sustain@gdtenth and eleventh
grade and followed by a large increase in graduation rates.

2. Between 2005 and 2013, improvements in ninth graaetrack rates across the district were
dramatic,sustained, and observed across a wide range of high schools and among critical
subgroups-by race, by gender and across achievement levels.

3. Improvements in ortrack were accompanied by acrese-board improvements in grades.

4. Large, consistent improvements that create lasting chaageoss subgroups and considerably
reduce variation in outcomes across schealee rare in education. This is one of those rare cases.
It has spread to elementary and midstthools, and almost all have continued to improve through
2013.
5. The ontrack initiative reframed the problem of school dropoinbm an outcome that is outside
the control of educators to one that can be managed through effective lsabed|strategies.
Striking improvements in performance can result from a targeted approach that also allows schools
latitude in their strategy. In contrast to the common assumption that school dropout is an
intractable problem in urban schools, the improvements-tnaatand graduation rates in CPS
suggest that students’ performance is actually

6. Ninth grade is a pivotal yeathat provides a unique intervention point to prevent school dropouts.
When schools concentrate their efforts on helping stisdmake a successful transition to ninth
grade, it results in dramatic increases in graduation

7. 7,000 more students each yeane staying on track to graduate
8. Chi c a gtoaékoutoomes provide an important case study of the use of ttatauild the

capacity of high school educators to manage complex problems and create system of continuous
improvement.

Ohio provides another example of an effective large scale schaatnaround effort that first asked the
guestionWhy do some schools high poverty communities produce remarkable stories of success while
others fail?Citing the findings of largescale quantitative research from across the country (Bryk et al.
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(2010); Clifford (2012) Florian (2000); Knnapahd Clements (2005); Sebastian (2012); and Reeves

(2003) as their inspiration, a consortium involving the Ohio business Roundtable, the Ohio Department of
Education and Ohio State University soughng, to ide
high poverty schools.

As a result of this research, the Ohio Failure is Not an Option Consortium identified the key attributes and
practices of nine successful higbverty schools in its 2012 repoRailure is Not an Option: How

Principals, Teachk r s, St udents and -Rchieviag) HighPobvertydsSohooiAchieves Hi g h
Their Succes’

9 Principals lead with a strong and clear vision for their school, engage staff in problem solving and
deci sions making and n@oalsanddumwesnes. si ght of their
Teacher and administrators are dedicated to th
di fference in their students’ i ves.
Schoolleadergprovide genuine opportunities and incentives for teachers to collaborate, and
teachers sathat collaboration and sharing best practices are keys to their effectiveness.
Teachers regard student data as clarifying and helpful, and they use it to plan instruction.
Principals and teachers have high expectations for all students and reject @@ éacacademic
failure.
Schools offer students nontraditional incentives for academic success and good behavior.
Students feel valued, loved and challenged. They are confident that their teachers will help them
succeed and be at their side if they mbagh patch.
1 While parent and community support can be an asset, principals and teachers do not see their
absence as an insurmountable barrier to student learning and achievement.
9 School leaders and teachers seek to continuously improve practices amd athievement. They
take today’' s success as tomorrow’'s starting po
1 Each school tell¢s own story of change and improvement, yet some commonalities exist.

=A== =4 =9

= =9

The list of attributes higher performing schools identified through this study are soniérent findings

of other studies of its kind. What makes this on
provided greater insight into what the catalyst for change was and how higher performing schools generate

an impetus for the change.

The researchers found that every hi ghwhatherer f or mi n
means of new leadership, a fundamental restructuring of the school day, the adoption of a new instructional
regime, the deliberate creation of a defininfjure or the construction of a new building. Most of the staff

and administrators believed that their fresh start was effective because it responded directly to actual
problems. It presented a possible solution to something specific that people kneot gaisg well.

Second, they saw instruction improve and scores go up as they became willing to dedicate themselves to
new practices wholeheartedly. This open attitude

®Failure is Not an Option: How Pr i nci paAckievinglHighc her s, St
Poverty Schools Explain Their Succg@912).Public Agenda
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constant efforts towarienprovement. This persistent dedication to improvement kept their minds open to
new ideas and provided a powerful, constant push toward excellence.

Third, reform did not necessarily lead to staffing overhauls; many veteran staff members remained and
werevalued for their expertise. Veteran teachers reminded their fellow teachers of the fact that change
rarely comes easy and effective reforms often inv
These schools sought to stick by their reforms aratitically assess their effectiveness through constant

data collection and analysis. The ultimate success of their reforms, evidenced in their student data, finally
won them over.

Also, researchers at The Center for Evaluation and Education Polici£EP) at Indiana Universityin a

2008 analysis of the effectiveness of six programs designed to reduce the dropout rate nationally and in
Indiana found that regardless of the program or strategy, targetiis§f atudents for additional help as

early as pssible is essential to improving the overall graduation rate of a school. They also found a clear
need for a shift in schoelide programs and philosophies. Students must feel they are part of a community
and have a strong relationship with one or namtelts in the school, must feel as if what they are learning

is connected to something larger than the present time and place, and must be challenged intellectually.
Every study reviewed for this research indicated that a lack of at least one of thaseplayed a large

role in a student’'s decision to | eave school

No school can be successful in improving graduation rates without a strong focus on relationships,
relevance, and rigor. Allowing high school students to experience ctdleglevork andeceive college
credit while still in high school, using a schdizsed adult mentor to assist with the ongoing monitoring
t he each st udent 'ingingdractioeakstrategiesaway from thel domitmate (passive
student) teacher lecture toénactive learning with peers were all cited as effective in impravigiy
schoolgraduationrates

The CEEPresearchers drew the overarching conclusion that it is impossible to improve student satisfaction
in education without listening to students fir&tudent input should be highly regarded and responses
should be formed accordingly. Most students in surveys indicated a desire for more challenging academic
work. They cited the Southern Regiofad u ¢ a t i ofimding that of thé ssiccessful high schools

profiled for the study, most raised expectations and were still succeeding in improving graduation rates;
students rose to meet the higher expectafions.

A consortium involving Civic Enterprises, the Everyonedd@uates Center at the School of Education at
Johns Hopkins University, Americads Promise Allia
provides further evidence of the nationwide practices that are enabling the U.S. as a whole to increase its
graduaton rate to an unprecedented level. In Building a Grad NétiBrogress and Challenges in

Ending the High School Dropout Epidemic Annual Update 2iconsortiunoffers an analysis

explaining the status of improvement efforts in the U.S. and concllidegpreponderance of evidence

" stanley, K. and Plucker, J. (200&ducation Policy Brief: Improving HigBchool Graduation Rate€enter for
Evaluation & Education Policy (CEEP). Indiana University, Indianapolis
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indicates that graduation rates went up in the states, communities, school districts, and schools that
recognized and then effectively responded to the graduation challenge, employing a core set of strategies.

Building a Giad Nation2014also offers a perspective on what is driving improvement in graduation rates
across the country based msearch that compared key national developments that recognized and
responded to the dropout crisis over the past decade with thg timihlocation (states and districts) of
improvements in high school graduation rates. The four key drivers for significant high school graduation
rate improvements in states #&wareness (data analysis), Accountability, Targeted High School

Reforms, andlargeted student interventions.

In the interest of continuing to drive national improvement toward a 90 percent graduati®uildiag a

Grad Nation 2014ecommends thdederalinterventionshould continue to be focused on improving data
reporting and accountability and on supporting school improvement and innovataia.interventions

should be focused on strengtheningahmool factors of achievement by ensuring students are callede
careefready and by strengthening accountability and improvement systems by putting greater emphasis on
traditionally underserved student subgrotips.

What Strategies Are Effective in Improving High School Graduation Rates in other
Countries?

Finland isnow theOECD member country that has the highest high school (upper secondary) graduation
rate but it wa s oreinintrhatiomal companisonbhe systematic fortyear

transformation of its educational system has beendeoglimented andas much in common with current
U.S. educational system reforms citedhére®® This is due, in part, to the faittatFinnish teachers

integrated materials produced in the U.S. into their reform efforts which began with a focus on improving
teacher quaty through professional learning.

As the level of teacher professionalism gradually increased in schools, the prevalence of effective teaching
methods and pedagogical classroom and school designs increased. A new flexibility within the Finnish
educatiorsystem enabled schools to learn from one another and make best practices universal by adopting
innovative approaches to organize schooling. It also encouraged teachers and schools to continue to
expand their repertoires of teaching methods and to ingiliick teaching in order to meet the needs of all
studentsThe teaching profession of Finland has evolved to the point where it now attracts its highest
performing secondary school graduates to the profession.

Also of particular note, is that Finlardl i mi nat ed “streaming” (“tracking”
expanded special education services to half of all studentsitmtienovered a widening achievement gap
among schools that corresponded with the socioeconomic divide that existecimd kinthe 70s and 80s.

% Balfanz, R. etal. Building a Grad nation: Progress and Challenge in Ending the High School Dropout Epidemic.

(April 2014)., Civic Enterprisesneer yone Graduates Center at Johns Hopkin:
Alliance, & Alliance for Excellent Education, AT&T, and Target

% For more information see literature review in appendix I
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Now, Finland has the highest PISA scores and the smallest reading variance among its schools of all the
OECD countries.

Oregonbés Postsecondary Enroll ment Rate and Co
With Other States

Utili zing American Community Survey data, The National Center for Higher Education Management
Systems (NCHEMS) Information Center repddts e gon 6 s 2 @iy Rate@bHigh $choel

Graduates Directly from High Schoelas 47.8 percent,"4from the bottomof all states in the U.SAlso,
Mississippi and Connecticut have the highest postsecondary enrollment rates for 2010 high school
graduates at 78.8 percent and 78.7 percent, respectively. Both states have implemented policy that helps

students overcomebar i er s t o community col |l ege amleggosg Desy
of high schoolgraduatesiirectly from high school, howeverQregon ranked 18 from the top in the U.S.
in 2010 in AFirst Time Coll evp@® Freshmen Returning

Also drawing upon American Community Survey data, NCHEMS reports that Oregon residents have an
educational attainment degrlawel of 88.7 percent, which is above the U.S. overall degree attainment rate

of 87.9 percent in 2010. NCHEMS advisegtar analysis to explain greater degree attainment levels than
postsecondary enroll ment rate stating that among
educating and graduating students, while importing large numbers of educated citrenoffoh er st at e

NCHEMS also indicates the student pipelingransition anccompletionrates from 4 Grade tacollege

for Oregon in 2010 was 16pkrcent This is the percent of ninth graders who graduate from high school

on time, directly enter college agohduatewithin 150percentof requireddegreetime (6 years for a
bachelor’'s and 3 years for associatastateachstageadf i ndi c a
transition in the education pipeline and can be analyzed to determine which transition stage warrants the

most policy attention whether it be high school graduation, cetiegey, firstyear retention, or college

graduation. The pmary source for this indicator was NCES.

Strategies that improve postsecondary enrollment rates and college readiness in the U.S.

A search of all WlatWorksClearinghouses t udi es r esleactoendd atroy “BEPnorsotl | ment ”
and Career Preparation” resulted in a finding of
generation college aspirants) that met WWC evidence standards without reservatiaavided p
positive, statistically significant effect on student outcoffies:
1.ACl os
er

n g -Clads Achi®entent &ap: A Differereducation Intervention Improves First
Gen ti

i
a on Studentsodé6 Academic Performance and

% Mortensen, T., (2014Postsecondary Opportunijtfhe Natbnal Center for Higher Education Management
Systems (NCHEMS). Retrieved from: http://.higheredinfo.org/dbrowser/index.php?measure=32

31 Retrieved from: http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/FindWhatWorks
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2. Early College, Early Success: High School Impact Study (March 2014)

3. Looking Beyond Enrollment: The causal effect of Hegeskd grants on college access, persistence,
and graduation

4. LateInterventions Matter Too: The Case of College Coaching New Harapsh

5. Information and College Access: Evidence from a Randomized Field Experiment (This
randomized controlled trial examined the impact of offering an online informational video and
financial aid materials to high school students)

Helping Students Navigate the Path to College: What High Schools Can Do (20@9an IES Practice

Guide based on What Works Clearinghouse research that focuses on effective practices that prepare student
academically for college, assists them in compietive steps to college entry, and improves their

likelihood of enrolling in college. It incorporates all studies and other expert evidence into five
recommendation¥:

1. Offer courses and curricula that prepare students for cdiéegéwork, and ensure dhstudents
understand what constitutes a collegady curriculum by ®grade.

2. Utilize assessment measures throughout high school so that students are aware of how prepared
they are for college, and assist them in overcoming deficiencies as theyndifeedie

3. Surround students with adults and peers who build and support their egdie@geaspirations
4. Engage and assist students in completiitgcal steps for college entry
5. Engage and assist students in completing critical steps for ctifeege

6. Il ncrease families’ ftuderdsragpply folfinaackeleide ness, and he

The review of best practices literature also confirmed thad next generatiorof U.S. high schools with
professional technical roots and near seamless connections to camitsnaollegegand other certificate

granting institutions)is also well underway in the U.STime magazine documented this movement in a
February 24, 2014 education articléte School that Will Get You a Jblt discusses Sarah E. Goode

STEM Academy Edy College High School, the Professional Technical @h) model originally

developed by IBM, the New York City department of education and the City University of New York. Itis
described as a siear hardcore science, technology, English and matENS high school. It integrates

the Career Academy and Early College High School Model, and while it is still experimentalsithirty

more schools |ike it a r e-indluding Prestdent@bama sEducdtiodda ny U. S,
Secretary Arne Duncan asdores of bluehip CEOs and executives and a sizable number of top
educathern d'eve we’ ' re once again at a turning point
ensure the kind of skilled workforce needed to compete in a new hHeglitemdustal era. Also, many of

these leaders are pushing six yeafl @eh) high schools, with the last two years spent in conjunction with a

32 Retrieved from: http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwcpublications/praatiicks/
% Fooroohar, R. (FebruaBs, 2014) The School that Will Get You a Jobime Magazingpgs.2229.
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community college certification program. Concurrent with this movement, several states, including
Tennessee and Oregoavie unveiled and passed legislative proposals that would provide two free years of
community college tuition for qualifying high school graduates.

Community colleges are also critical partners with states in the adoption and implementation of college and
career readiness indicators as a part of Common Core State StanddMd&intnCareer Readiness
Count® a joint report of Achieve and the Natiorsociation of State Directors of Career Technical

Education Consortium (NASDCTECc), two primary recommendations for states are promoted. First, states
are encouraged to use multiple indicators of college and career readiness in their accountahiliijrcand p
reporting systems. The report explains that college and career readiness requires the experience of working
toward mastery of college and careeady standards and persisting along pathways to graduation,

advanced training and postsecondary educatis such, states should include indicators that reflect

student achievement on assessments; completion of rigorous coursework; and attainment of credits,
recognized credentials and degrees.

Second, it emphasizes that states need to ensure they irmestivdent progress toward and beyond

college and career readiness, so the system recognizes and rewards schools and districts where students are
going above and beyond in accelerating and deepening their application of knowledge and skills towards
collegekand career s. “ S-tardtcareereashiradicdtors that seftect a cohtihueng af

progress toward meeting and exceeding collagd careeready expectations. The continuum of

indicators positions states to meet the goals of ensuringttidgnts oftrack get the attention and

resources they need and providing incentives for students who meet the college and career readiness
standard earlier in high school to continue to st
has been made nationwide in building measures of college and career readiness into their reporting and
accountability systems, no state has a system that fully addresses and promotes the many facets of college
and career readiness, in particular, the acaddnsthnical and employability skill that are critical to post

high school success.

Another contributor to the resurgence of excitement around a seamless transition for students from high

school to postsecondary education, is the U.S. Departmentof Edugat s Of fi ce of Educat
Technology. In its 2013 repoRromoting Grit, Tenacity, and Perseverance: Critical Factors for success

inthe 2f'Century,i t expl ai ns t hat -fAcgtedicdlege reasiness skilland pldfirexit, mu |
as:Perseerance to accomplish loAgrm or higherorder goals in the face of challenges and setbacks,
engaging the studentodés psychol ogi cal resources, s
strategies and tactics.

The report furrtihter campllmd ns dihgrni ffigcant deter mi nar
accomplish, the types of challenges they face, and the resources they can access. It is well documented that
students from higipoverty backgrounds are particularly likely to facead stress and limited social

34 Achieve and National Association of State Directors of Career Technical Education Consortium (NASDCTEC).
(2014).Making Career Readiness CouRetrieved fromwww.achieve.org/files/MakingCareerReadinessCount.pdf

42



http://www.achieve.org/files/MakingCareerReadinessCount.pdf

WWW.ODE.STATE.OR.US QUALITY EDUCATION COMMISSION REPORT 2014 VOLUME |

support for academic achievement, factors which can undermine perseverance toward a wide range of
goals.

The researchers recommended that to promote perseverance students should be given opportunities to take
on "“opdhanlalldrygi ng” goals that, to the student, ar ¢
rigorous and supportive environment to accomplish these goals and/or develop critical psychological
resources. Students will be more likely to persevere when timeriganvironment has a fair and

respectful climate, conveys high expectations, emphasizes effort over ability and provides necessary

tangible resourcesmaterials, human, and time.

Also, academic mindsets constitute how students frame themselves as adreage a powerful impact

on academic performance in general, and in particular on how students behave and perform in the face of
chall enge. A core mindset that —kwmpwo mtgs “Mgr adv d
competence grow withyn ef f or t . "

Research into meteognitive college and career readiness skills has been of high interest to the Quality

Education Commission, and with good reason. An e
readiness diagnostic currently begministered to selected high schools is that the strongest college and
career readiness attribute in Oregon high school s

Improvement Policy Center (EPIC) explains is having a growth mindset. Furtheristearty evidence

that Oregon student are aware of and aspire to enroll in community colleges at a higher rate than students in
other states who have taken the diagnostic. This will be explored further by the QEC and could well be a
key leverto ensuringd r e g o M0-20 godl B met, if not exceed€d.

Strategies That Have Been Effective in Improving Postsecondary Enrollment Rates and
College Readiness in Other Countries

OECD does not report postsecondary enroliment rates, but it does report tidgdiary or

postsecondary completion for all of the countries in its consortium. As of 2011, the countries with the
highest rate of postsecondary education (PSE) completion in order of postsecondary education completion
rate are®

1. Canada: (51%)

2. Israel: (46 %)

3.Japan: (45%)

4. United States: (42%)

5.New Zealand: (41%)

An investigation into Canada’s high postsecondary
transition from high school to postsecondary education supported by an extestive Gfypostsecondary
institutions, both degreeandnrdne gr ee gr anti ng, not wunli ke that of

% Shechtman, N., DeBarger, A. Dornsife, C., Rosier, S., & Yarnall, L. (2Q18), Department of Educatio®ffice
of Educational Technology
% 2013 At A GlanceOp.cit
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explains the persistently high rate of college completion in comparison with other OECD member countries
in its 2013 reportCollege Completiori’

One reason for Canadads high ranking on coll ege
Coll ges dbdensei gne meQEGEPgi®m ®C ar a ccdadggstipsodireesrsd onn e |
Quebec. CEGEP is a pumiversity progranoffered after Grade 11 that replaces the extra year of

high school provided in other Canadian provinces. As ay@ar program, however, it also covers

one year of community college. Itis a prerequisite for university acceptance. CEGEP enrollment is

around 150,000 per year. Between 1990 and 2006, college participation rates for those aged 17

19 percent in Quebec, compared with only 10 percent in the rest of Canada.

The CEGEP system was started in 1967 by Quebec’s
secondary education more accessible by preparing students to enter university or a technical profession.

The government has also used CEGEP to encouradje-pulvate partnerships in technology transfer.

Many CEGEPs have set up “technology transfer cent
field in cooperation with industrial partners in key sectors of the Quebec economy.

Inaninterviewwi t h 24/ 7 Wal | St ., OECD’ s Chief Media of fi
that spend the most on education have the most educated populations. The U.S. and Canada spend the first
and third most respectively. He also indicated that eduradtfanding appears to have a strong

relationship to how many residents pursue postsecondary education. Private spending on educational
institutions relative to public expenditure is much larger in the countries with the highest rates of college
equivalen educatior?®

Best Practices Panel Conclusions and Recommendations

1. The Educational Best Practices Research Literature Review confirnpoteaty trumps all other
student characteristics and systemic conditions considered by the QEC as pmtetrttaitors to lower
graduate and postsecondary enroliment rates. Schools with the lowest levels of promotion are not
necessarily those with the highest levels of minority students. Rather, schools with the weakest
promotion power are schools with higbverty and a lack of resources. In fact, majority minority
schools with more resources successfully promote students to senior status at the same rate as majority
white schools. Oregon, with 51 percent of children living in-loeome families, is ideifted as one of
17 states having the highest rates of-loeome students in the U.Students living in lowincome
families are more likely to have lower school attendance rates, fail coursework and receive exclusionary
discipline (suspension or expulejo Also, a disproportionately higher rate of Hispanic, African
American, and American Indian male students are suspended and/or expelled as compared with their
female peers. Exclusion from school contributes to lower high school graduatidioratedes of all
races and ethnicities théor their female peersHigh school students of leimcome families also drop
out of high school at six times the rate of their peers from-inigbime families. The Best Practices
Panelrecommends thathe relationshp among povertyace/ethnicitygender, school attendance,
course failure and school discipline be further explored as part of the 2015 matched pair case study

37 College Completion, (2013). The Conference Board of Canada
3 Sauter, M.B & Hess, A. E. (September 24, 2012). NBC N@ws.Most Educated Countries in the World
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research to identify practices in Oregon that have the potential to eliminate related iregugtadent
outcomes and improve graduation and postsecondary education rates.

2.Oregon schools that participated in the spring 2014 administration of CampusReady, The Educational
Policy I mprovement Center’'s ( EPIs@gbbasean diagnoktie,y s t o
fell within the average range of implementation of Key Cognitive Strategies (KCS). This key
specifically measures mental techniques for processing and organizing information. Participating
schools also had, however, higher thaerage scores as compared with other schools in the U.S. in Key
Content Knowledge (KCK), which specifically measures the ways in which students interact with
content knowledge, its perceived value to them, and the effort they are willing to expend to learn
necessary content. This was also the highest rated key dimension for all schools in the study. In
particular, all schools had high scores on Academic Attribution which is a mindset that reveals students
know that hard work determines how well they dd, nowh et her t hey were predete
bad” at something. This result is unique to Ore
empowering attribute has the potential to be wuse
enwllment rate. The Best Practices Panekcommends thatis finding be further analyzed for its
postsecondary promotion power potential as part of the 2015 case study project.

3.The2014 Best Practices research literatendaw affirmrst h at  Or -d0R0 @Goal &and #nény of the
elements of its implementation plan as outlined in the OEIB Strategic Plan and the ODE Strategic
Implementation Plan are aligned with Best Practiiteiature The literature is also rich in findings
aboutthe practices that ensure successful implementation of strategic initiafiVvese is, however, a
dearth of researebased information about what these initiatives cost in relation to their effectiveness.
This makes it more difficult to make policy recomrdations related to educational budgeting and
spending decisiemakers at all levelsThe Best Practies Panel ecommends cost effectiveess
analysis be conducted in association with the 2015 case study project.

THE QEM’sS NEwW STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT MODEL

For this report, the Quality Education Commission developed a new approach to linking resources to

student achievement, emf the original goals of the Quality Education Model. In this new apprdaeh
Commission utilizes the vast amoufitstudent levetiata collected by the Department of Education over

the | ast 12 years to isolate the factors that inf
school.This type of model, when combined with the costing component of the QEM, repregentsriul

tool for evaluating the tradeoffs inherent when resources are limited. Before describing the new

achievement model, we provide a description of the evolatibn t he Qual ity Educati on
efforts to link resources to student achievement.

When the Quality Education Model was first developed in 189€as a clearly stated expectation that the

model would be able to link resources with student achievement. This would leggdiiors it was

thought, to know what level of studentperfaamce t hey wer e “buying” at di f
for schools. In the initial formulation of the model, the connection between resources and student
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achievement wamore implied than explicit. The first Quality Education Model report puldishd. 999
stated

“The Oregon Qality Education Modemay be implemented in full with the expectation

that the performance of all Oregon students would move toward required performance
levels. While the amount of time it will take each school to reactspegified level may

vary, the modehssumesll schools will be able to reach the performance goal of 90

percent at benchmark standards, first at third grade, then at succeeding benchmarks as
that cohort of students moved through the system. ltsssonesthat the remaining 10

percent of students are making significant progress to be as near to reaching the standards
as possible within that same time frame. Any school that was not making progress or
reaching the goal would @ssumedo be a variance th the assumptions of the

modet—either tangible or intangible assumptiensr would beassumedo be utilizing
resources in ways that (Efphasisaddef)l ead t o student

This passagmakes clear that the connection between resourcestzateht achievemein the original
version of the model was tenuobased orinferencedrawn from a broad range of researatherthan on

a methodical evaluation of ddta Oregon schoolsThis was partly because of the paucity of consistent
data forOregon schools anghrtly because the state of the art in estimating the relationshipotvas|+
developed.

Over the next decade, as Oregon collected more consistent financial data andetetlanademic

performance data from standardized assessitbatQuality Education Commission, working with staff

from the Department of Education, estimated the relationship between resources and student achievement
using statistical model§hese models had the advantage of using@rspecific data and of bajrable to
estimate an explicit and quantifiable link between school spending and student achievement. These
models, typically estimated at the school level, estimated student performance as a functistudieper
spending and other variables that captost differencesf educating students with different needs.

These models had twdrawbacks that limited their usefulness. First, thespgtdent spending data did not
capture how schools were actually using their resources. This meant we were not able to distinguish
between schools that wemet using their resourcesffectivelyand hose that faced higher costs due to
factors that the model did not adequately captéinel second, aggregasehootlevel student performance
measurse (average test scores or percent of students meeting the state benchamvks)only across

school varation in student performance, which is often dwarfed by the leweitliih-schoolvariation.

With too little variation across schools, these types of models have difficulty separating the effects of
resources from those of other factors such as studardatkristicsDespite their shortcomings, these types
of statistical models provided insights into the factors that influence the costs of educating students with
different characteristics and different needs.

Recognizing the shortcomings of #eprior models, the Commissidrasdeveloped a student achievement
model that utilizes student level data to identify and isolate the quantitative impacts of variousfactors

39 The Oregon Quality Education Model, Legislative Council in the Oregon Quality Education Model, Oregon
Legislative Assembly, April 1999, p. 10
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high school graduation. Using data starting as early as third grade, thecanodslate the impact on high
school graduationf factors such as prior student achievement, gender, ethnicity, attendance, Limited
English Proficiency status, special education stattmnomic disadvantage status, atfters. Using a

statistical techigque called linear probability modeling, we can identify which factors have the largest
impacts, which in turn can suggest policy options that have the best chance of improving graduaffon rates.
Exhibit 3 shows in equation formthe basicstructureof the student achievement model, where a and ¢
through g, are the coefficients to be estimated by the model

EXHIBIT 3: STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT MODEL STRUCTURE
Probability of HS Graduation = ae;* OAKS Score + £* Male + g * Asian +

¢4 * Hispanic +cs * Black + c5 * Pacific Islander+

c; * Am. Indian/AK Native + ¢ * Special Educatior

Cy * Ec. Disadvantage 4g* TAG +cy; * Preg. & Parenting +
ci.* 10" GradeAttendance Rate +

C13* Limited English Proficien{LEP) +

¢4 * Exited LEP Before High School

Exhibit 4 showsthe results of the linear probability model estimated on the cohort of students that was in
3" grade in 200®4 and graduated from high school in 212 The coefficients in the table are those
shown in the equativabove (a and, ¢through ¢,) and are interpreted as the impact of each individual
factoron the probability of a student graduating from high scitéblen the estimated changes in

individual studentprobabilitiesare added up, they represent the estichatatewide impact on the high
school graduation rate.

Thet-statis a measure of the statistical significance of each coefficfethie toefficientis statistically

significart, it means we have confidence that it is different from-zdhat is, theparticular factor (e.g., the
student’ s OAKS score) has a high probability of a
high school. A-stat greater than 1.96 (in absolute value) indicates the coefficient is statistically

significant.

In interpreting the model ' s esti mat eisdependénimpast i mpor
of each of the factors in the model on graduation ratdding all other factors constant That is the
power of statistical modelsthey isolaé the impact of each individual factor.

The data used to estimate the model is stuldset, so the interpretation of the results isitieependent
impact of each of the above factors that a student will graduate from high school. For example, the

“9More details about the models can be found in the technical appendices in Volume I
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coeficient on the 8 grade OAKS score for reading is 0.0031. This means that, all else equal, a 10 point
increase in a student’s OAKS score (about one st a
probability of graduating from high school 1831, or 3.1 percentage points.

EXHIBIT 4. ACHIEVYEMENT MODEL RESULTS—3RP GRADE, READING

Statistically

Coefficient t-stat Significant?*
Intercept -1.3514 -33.87 Y
OAKS Score 0.0031 18.06 Y
Male -0.0683 -17.74 Y
Asian 0.0433 4.09 Y
Hispanic 0.0265 4.19 Y
Black 0.0147 1.12 N
Pacific Islander 0.0343 1.16 N
Am. Indian/AK Native -0.0514 -3.54 Y
Special Education -0.0701 -11.43 Y
Ec. Disadvantage -0.0850 -19.76 Y
TAG -0.0275 -3.41 Y
Pregnant & Parenting -0.1209 -8.09 Y
10" Grade Attendance Rate 1.7205 91.70 Y
Limited English Proficient (LEP) 0.0176 1.75 N
Exited LEP Before High School 0.0347 2.77 Y
Dependent variable is high school graduation flag = 1 if student received a regular diploma, 0 otherwise
* At the 5% level of significance

In evaluating the other coefficientsmust be remembered that each coefficient isritiependenimpact

of the factor, holding all other factors constafihis meansfor examplethatthe Male coefficient is the

impact on the probability of graduating from high school relative to females for a group of sthdéents

have the same OAKS scorand are the same for all the other factors. In other words, it isolates the impact
of being male within a group of male and fenstiedents who have the saamademic performandas
measured by OAKS scores).

The coefficient 0£f0.0683 means that maleidents have probability of graduating from high school that
is 6.8 percentage points below that of female studewés) if the male students perform as well
academically as the femaktudents.The coefficients for the other factors are interpretechangame way:
the independent impact on the probability of graduating from high school, haltlmtyer factors constant
(including academic performance)he results irexhibit 4 can be summarized as follows:

1 For a given level of academic performancsiah and Hispanic students have a higher probability
of graduating from high schotian White students (White students represent the baseline ethnic
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category in the modelyvhile American Indian/Alaska Native students have a lower probadbility
graduatig than White students

1 The coefficients for Black and Pacific Islander students are positive but not statistically significant,
so being part of these ethnic growpenot be said to either increase or decrease the probalility
graduating from high schgacompared to White students,a given level of academic
performance.

1 Males economically disadvantaged students, Talented and Gifted students, and Pregnant and
Parenting students have a lower probability of graduating than other students who areafiot pa
those groupbut who are at the same level of academic performance

1 For a given level of academic performandadsnts with higher attendance rates hakigher
probability of graduating from high school. The coefficient G205 means thatifeat udent ' s
attendancerateincreadey 5 percentage poi nts ( speogabiityr om 859
of graduaihg fromhigh school goes up an estimat@® percentage pointS percentage points
times 1.7205)

1 For a given level of academic perfornsanbeing Limited English Proficient (LEP) eknot have
a statistically significant effect on graduating from high school. However, for LEP students who
exit LEP status prior to entering high school, the probability of high school graduation increases by
3.47 percentage points.

Some of these results may seem countert u i t i v eremerbenthatithe thadel statistically

controlsf or academic performance by i ncHthatid, weqarest udent s
isolating the impacts on high subl graduation of factorsther than academic performanc®ne way to

better understand this is to think about a room full of students, all of whom are at the same level of

academic performance as measured by OAKS scores. Those students who are miaken Amer

Indian/Alaska Native, special education, economically disadvantaged, TAG, or Pregnant and Parenting will
graduate at lower rates than students who are not part of those @ugents who are Asian, Hispanic,

were LEP but exited LEP status priothigh school, or have above average attendance rates will graduate

at higher rates.

The value of this analysis is that it is able to isolate factors, independent of academic performance, that

impact high school graduation. These types of factors arg tik@kquire interventionthat are very

different than ones aimed primarily at raising academic performalite coefficient for economically
disadvantaged students, for exampleQi®85, indicating thdbr a given level of academic performance

thosest udent s’ |l i keli hood of graduating from high sc
who are not economically disadvantagddhis means thatqgramsaimed at raising the high school

graduation ratéor economically disadvantaged studemisstfocuson helgng those students overcome

the non-academidarriers they fagenot just the academic ones

This approach has four distinct advantages. First, it fully utittzesariation in school experiences we
observe for Oregon students because it uses stieehidata for multiple grades over multiple years. This
allows us to follow cohorts of students over time as well as compare different cohorts of dtudasts
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anoher. $cond, by using large sample sizes (roughly 30,000 students in each intact cohstajistiel
powerof our results isypically veryhigh—that is, we have more confidence in our resditsrd, by
isolating the factors that influence high schgi@duation as early as third gratlee modebuggests areas
for policy attention that can be addressed early when success may be more likely and potentially less
expensiveFnally, this type of model, when combined with Q= M 'castingmode| can idatify

tradeoffs among policy proposats critical exercisevhen resources are limited.

The results described above are based on students who"hgraears in the 20084 school year using

data from their '8 grade year along with data on their high school outcomes nine years later ih2012
TheCommission also estimated coefficients for these same students as they progressed through the grades,
using data from their%through 11 grade years. The coeffents from these later grades allow us to

estimate the impact on high school graduatibpolicy investments and interventions at the various

grades, allowing u evaluate the tradeffs between investments that are made at various grade levels.
Examples of various policy investments, and the methods used to evaluate todf$radeveen them, are
presented later in this volume of the report. The coefficientsasd for grades 4 through 11 are

presented in the technical appendices in Volume Il of the report.

THE QEM COSTING MODEL

In the costing component of the Quality Education Mot school serves as the unit of analfmis

evaluating costsIn orde to estimatehe costimpact ofpolicy proposals to improve student achievement,

it is necessary to understand the effélotse proposals willhawen an i ndi vi duat+ school
that is,what programs will be the most effective at implementingtioposal, and what will be the impact

on staffing levels and other school resources required to implement the progm@fiosus on the school

level, the Quality Education Model is structured around prototype elementary, middle, and high schools,
eachdsi gned to help students meet Oregon’'Eschhi gh aca
prototype school reflects the resources needed to implement best practices and research associated with
effective and higkperforming schools @hserves as a mechanito evaluate the resource and cost

implications of proposed education programs, policies, and strategies. While the prototype schools are not
intended to be prescriptive, they can assist educators, policymakers, and citizens in understanding and
makinginformed decisions about school resources and funding.

Quiality Indicators arefactorsthat indicate organizational functioning and efficiency, which the prototype
schools are assumed to possess. These thirteen inda&tdrzsed on research abefigctive schools and
serve as measures of whether a school employs effective practices and uses resources efficiently. The
Quality Indicators fall into four broad categories: scHewkl, teacherelated, classrooffocused, and
studericentered factors.

Best Practicesare strategies and programs that have been demonstrated by research and experience to be
effective in promoting high levels of student achievement. The prototypes demonstrate how schools of
certain sizes and characteristics may be dedigmanplement the best practices. The Quality Education
Commission identified the following essential characteristics that support best practices:
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1 Each student has a personalized
QUALITY INDICATORS education program.

Schools
A Leadership that facilitates student learning 9 Instructional programs and
A Parental/community involvement opportunities are focused on individual student

A Organizational adaptability achievement of higlquality standards.
A Safe and orderly learning environment

A District policies to support learning

9 Curriculum and instructional activities

Teachers _ _ are relevant to students
A Teacher and teaching quality

A Teacher collaboration 1 Each student has access to a rich and

oL [Plelzssionzl decelgp et gregiEm varied elective caurricularand extracurricular
A Teacher efficacy
program.

Classrooms
A Effective instructional progras and methods 1 The school creates small learning

A School database collection and analysis to [ environments that foster student connection.
improve instructional programs

Students 1 The school provides and encourages

A Readiness to learn connections with significant adults, including

A Connectedness to school and engagement i} parents, mentors, and other advisors to ensure
academics and extaurricular programs that each studeikevelops a connection to the

greater community, along with a strong sense of

self.

1 The school makes dataformed decisions about the capability of programs to foster individual student
achievement.

1 The school at upper grade levels uses commingised ad worksite learning as integral components
of its instructional program.

1 The school has a comprehensive staff induction program that guides recruitment and employment and
provides ongoing professional development programs.

9 Costeffective management of ragaes allows school districts to better meet the needs of the greatest
number of students.

Thelndividual Prototype Schoolsincorporate what research and best practices have shown to be most

important in improving student achievement and provide a Idvekources that adequately promotes and
sustains that goal. Each prototype school includes:
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Prototype Resource Assumptionare
incorporated into each prototype school
the Quality Education Model. The basic
assumptions include:

1

= =4 =4 =4 =4 =4 =9

Adequate staffing

Added instructional timand
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PROTOTYPE SCHOOLS

activities for students having trouble | Elementary Schoob 340 Students

meeting standards A

Curriculum development and

A
technology support A
A
Onsite instructional improvement

Professional development for teache

All -day kindergarten

Class size average of 20 in kindergarten and 23 in
grades 13

Class size of 24 igrades %6

4.5 FTE for specialists in areas such as art, music,
reading, math, TAG, library, ESL, child
development/counselor

and administrators Middle SchooB 500 Students

Collaboration time for teachers
Adequate classroom supie

Adequate funds for building
maintenance

o
o
A
A
A
A
H

The size of each school is within a
range that research literature
recognizes as efficient.

>>> > D>

The assumed level of teacher
experience is about average for
schools in Oregon.

Class size average of 22

1.5 additional teachers for math, English, and scie
Alternative progras for special needs andriak
students

Volunteer coordinator and community outreach
worker

One counselor for every 250 students

Adequate campus security

High Schoob 1,000 Students

Class size average of 21

3.0 additional teachers for math, English, anince
Alternative programs for special needs andsk
students

Volunteer coordinator and community outreach
worker

One counselor for every 250 students

Adequate campus security

Schootto-work coordinator

Each school hastinternet acceswith adequate bandwidth

Students have access to technology.

Teachers are using technologffectivelyin thedesign and delivery of instruction.

The schoolaccuratelyeflectthesocioeconomic status Oregon students

The schools have approximately 13 percent of their students identified for special education.

The schools have approximately gdrcent of tk studentsvho speak English as a second language.

The principal is knowledgeable about reform requirements and is supportive of the reform goals.
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1 The principal is skilled as a leader and a manager.
9 Teachers are open to reform goals and the training reggaessupport the reform requirements.

9 Teachers possess content knowledge necessary to teach to applicable state standards.

COSTING MODEL UPDATE FOR 2014

The foll owing exhibit 4praogmeielenentdryhreiddl€ @amdmghsasoobn’ s 20
They il lustrate characteristics of the QEM s prot
and the changes that would occur under full funding of the Quality Education Model. The changes that

have been incorporated are those recommebded t he Commi ssi on’ s Best Pract

The Current Service Level Prototypes represented in ExBigitshow the characteristics of schools under
current funding levels based on actual spending patterns in Oregon schools. THheiRddgl Pototypes
show t he Commi sedlewlrof funding equivethimplenint a comprehensive Quality
Education Model, including all relevant resources and education programs.
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EXHIBIT 5. PROTOTYPE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL—-340 STUDENTS

QUALITY EDUCATION COMMISSION REPORT 2014 VOLUME |

Kindergarten

Current Service Level
Prototype
Half-day

Fully-Funded
Prototype
Full-day

Difference ‘

Increases learning
time

Average elementary class size

22 for Kindergarten
23 for grades -B

20 for grades K1
23for grades 23

Cuts class size by 2]
for Kindergarten

24 for grades 4 24 for grades 45
K-5 classroom teachers 13.7 FTE 15.2 FTE Adds 1.5 FTE
Specialists for areas such as art, music, PE, reading, math, TAG, 3.5 FTE 5.0 FTE Adds 1.5 FTE
library/media, second language, or chdielelopment
Special education licensed staff 25FTE 3.0 FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
English as a second language licensed staff 0.5 FTE 1.0 FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
Onsite instructional improvement staff None 0.5 FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
Instructional support staff 5.0 FTE 6.0 FTE Adds 1.0 FTE
Additional instruction time for students not meeting standards: 20% d Limited Summer school, after | Additional
students school programs, programs for 20%
Saturday school, of students
tutoring, etc.
Professional development time for teachers 3 days Equivalent of 7 days Equivalent of 4
additional days
Dedicated Teacher Collaboration Time Limited 2 hours per week Additional 2 hours
per week
Leadership development training for administrators Limited Equivalent of 4 days 4 additional days

Textbooks

$65 per student

$85 per student

$20 per student

Classroom materials & equipment

$80 per student

$90 per student

$10 per student

Other supplies

$61 per student

$90 per student

$25 per student

Operationsand maintenance

$750 per student

$838 per student

$88 per student

Student transportation

$455 per student

$455 per student

Statelevel special education fund

$32 per student

$92 per student

$60 per student

Centralized special education services

$95per student

$95 per student

Technology services

$190 per student

$210 per student

$20 per student

Other centralized support

$306 per student

$315 per student

$9 per student

District administrative support

$303 per student

$303 per student

EducationService District Services

$556 per student

$743 per student

$187 per student

Total Expenditure per Student in 201213

$9,776

$11,855

$2,079

* The Baseline Prototype shows the Quality Education Model's prototype school costs estimated using the level of mprestlyat

exist in Oregon schools.
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EXHIBIT 6. PROTOTYPE MIDDLE SCHOOL-500 STUDENTS

Class size in core subjects of math, English, science, social studieq
second language

22, with maximum class
size of 29 in core

Cuts average class
size by 1 in core

academic subjects subjects
Staffing in coresubjects 19.5 FTE 21.0 FTE Adds 1.5 FTE
Extra teachers in math, English, and science 0.5 FTE 1.5 FTE Adds 1.0 FTE
English as a second language licensed staff 0.5 FTE 0.75 FTE Adds 0.25 FTE
Special education and alternative education licensed staff 4.0FTE 4.5 FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
Media/Librarian 1.0 FTE 1.0 FTE
Counselors One for every 333 One for every 250 Adds 0.5 FTE
students students
Onssite instructional improvement staff None 1.0 FTE Adds 1.0 FTE
Instructional support staff 11.0 FTE 11.0 FTE
Additional instruction time for students not meeting standards: 20%| Limited Summer school, after Additional
students school programs, programs for 20%
Saturday school, of students
tutoring, etc.
Professional development time for teachers 3 days Equivalent of 7 days Equivalent of 4
additional days
Dedicated Teacher Collaboration Time Limited 2 hours per week Additional 2 hours
per week
Leadership training for administrators Limited Equivalent of 4 days of | 4 additional days

training

Textbooks

$55 per student

$75 per student

$20 per student

Classroom materials & equipment

$80 per student

$90 per student

$10 per student

Other supplies

$55 per student

$80 per student

$29 per student

Operations and maintenance

$825 per student

$894 per student

$69 per student

Student transportation

$456 per student

$456 per student

Centralized special education services

$95 per student

$95 per student

Statelevel special education fund

$32 per student

$92 per student

$60 per student

Technology Services

$188 per student

$210 per student

$22 per student

Other centralized support

$297 per student

$323 per student

$26 per student

District administrative support

$319 per student

$319 per student

Education Service District services

$556 per student

$743per student

$187 per student

Total Expenditure per Student in 201011

$10,107

$11,676

$1,569

* The Baseline Prototype shows the Quality Education Model's prototype school costs estimated using the level of mptestiat

existin Oregon schools.

55




WWW.ODE.STATE.OR.US

EXHIBIT 7: PROTOTYPE HIGH SCHOOL—1,000 STUDENTS

QUALITY EDUCATION COMMISSION REPORT 2014 VOLUME |

Class size in core subjects of math, English, science, social studies,
second language

21, with maximum class
size of 29 in core

Cuts average class
size by 2 in core

academic subjects subjects
Staffing in core subjects 42.0 FTE 44.0 FTE Adds 2.0 FTE
Extra teachers in math, English, and science 15FTE 3.0FTE Adds 1.5 FTE
English as a second language licenstedf 0.5 FTE 0.5 FTE
Special Education and alternative education licensed staff 5.0 FTE 5.25 FTE Adds 0.25 FTE
Alternative education and special programs 25 FTE 2.5 FTE
Media/Librarian 1.0 FTE 1.0 FTE
Counselors One for every 333 Onefor every 250 Adds 1.0 FTE
students students
Onsite instructional improvement staff None 1.0 FTE Adds 1.0 FTE
Instructional support staff 20.0 FTE 20.5 FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
Additional instruction time for students not meeting standards: 20% d Limited Summer school, after Additional
students school programs, programs for 20%
Saturday school, of students
tutoring, etc.
Professional development time for teachers 3 days Equivalent of 7 days Equivalent of 4
additional days
Dedicated Teacher Collaboration Time Limited 2 hours per week Additional 2 hours
per week
Leadership training for administrators Limited Equivalent of 4 days 4 additional days

Textbooks

$60 per student

$80 per student

$20 per student

Classroom supplies and materials

$120 per student

$130per student

$10 per student

Other supplies

$69 per student

$102 per student

$33 per student

Operations and maintenance

$875 per student

$958 per student

$83 per student

Student transportation

$475 per student

$475 per student

Centralized speciaducation services

$95 per student

$95 per student

Statelevel special education fund

$32 per student

$92 per student

$60 per student

Technology Services

$193 per student

$210 per student

$17 per student

Other centralized support

$311 per student

$355per student

$44 per student

District administrative support

$319 per student

$319 per student

Education Service District services

$556 per student

$743 per student

$187 per student

Total Expenditure per Student in 201011

$10,259

$11,778

$1,519
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CURRENT SCHOOL FUNDING AND ACHIEVEMENT

The Current Service Level (CSL) of funding forlR schools is estimated at $6.78 billion in state

resources. When combined with local and federal resources, the total CSL for tH& 26éBniums

$13.08 billion.At thatfunding levelwe expecto continue to see modest ratesnafrease in gradhtion

ratesa©r e g o n ' ssontneehdind Wways touse resources more eftively. Exhibit 8shows high

school graduation rates in Oregimn the past 5 yeaong with a forecast of rates out to the ye&8®0

assuming current funding levels (adjusted for education sector inflation) continue. This forecast assumes
modest increases in graduation rates based on Oregon experience ovelrdeegue, during which
inflation-adjusted funding levels actually declined. The continued growth in graduatioratiteagh

modest , i ndicates that Oregon’'s schseoartes have cont

EXHIBIT 8: HIGH SCHOOL. 4-YEAR COHORT GRADUATION RATE

100%

95%

90%

85%

80%

Forecast
75%
Actual
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65%
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Making significant progress towai@r e g 40mM0-28 goal, however, will require additionasourcesind

a focused effort obmplementingmore effective practices and allocatiegourceso the uses that are most
productive at improving student achievemeht the followingsection we provide examples of how the
Quality Education Model can help evaluate the costs of implementing strategic investments and practices
designed t@cceleratstudent learning, leading to larger gains in high school graduationBates.

evaluating different initiatives and investments for improving outcomes, the model can help policymakers
evaluate the tradeoffs between proposals in an environment where ssargees dictate that not all

proposed investments can be made.

IMPACT ANALYSIS AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
EXPECTATIONS

Becauseeasources for educati arelimited, it is imperative that they be deployed in a way thakimizes
student learningn this sectn of the report we use the Quality Education Model to evak@iee
proposednvestments and policy interventions thawve the potential to significantly improve student
outcomesbothin terms of academic achievement and high school graduation.

Example 1: Early Reading

Research continues to confirm that early success in learning to read has a dramatic impact on later success

in school, on high school graduation, and oncolggei ng and compl eti on. Oregon
early reading has a numbarcomponents, including futlay kindergartersummer and afteschool

programs, excellent teaching strategies, and aligned curriculum.

In this examplewe use the Quality Education Model to evaluate the following initiatives:

9 Full-day kindergarten, whicill require approximately 88%TE ofadditionalteachers anti90
FTE ofadditional educational assistastatewide

1 Teachercoachingo improvethe effectiveness of kindergarten through grade 3 teaching.

1 Extrainstructionsuch as summer school amefare andafterschool programdpr students who
are not on track tomeet standards

1 Aligned, evidencebasedcurriculum

Using the costing component of the Quality Education Model, we estimate the total cost of these initiatives,
if fully implemented statewides approximately $200 million per year, or $400 million for a biennium.
This investment in early readingassumedo have the following impact on student performance:

1 Inthe first year, 65% of 3th graders would be reading at grade level, up frono@a%o t
f In the second year, 75% df graders would be reading at grade level.

f In the third year, 90% of3graders would be reading at grade level
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f In the fourth year, when the first class to have-dialy kindergarten statewide reach&ggade,
close td00% of 3 graders will be reading at grade level.

These improvements in reading proficiency by third grédealized will show up & improved academic
performance in later grades atochigher graduation rates as these students move thinoglgschol.

UsingtheQEM’ s st udent achievement model to project th
shows that graduation rates will increab®utonepercentage poirin 2023-24, when next year !
graders are due to graduate. In@@Z, whennek year’' s kindergartners are d
graduation ratare estimated to be twaercentage points highefhese estimates assume that close to 100

percent of 8 graders will be reading at grade level by 2487

Example 2: Increasing thegraduation rate of boys

The estimated coefficients of the student achievementindederibed ear indicate that even when they
have equivalent academic achieveménolysgraduate from high school at rates that are nearly seven
percentage points belowaeof girls. This suggests that there are strong factors other than academic
achievement that agetting in the way of a large number of boys finishing high sci#fonumber of
factors may contribute to the lower graduation rate for boys, and many of tagivencircumstances over
which schools have every little control. Solving everaeof the problem, however, will pay large
dividends. If this gap iseliminated, the graduation rate for boys will increase n@gplsrcentage points,
increasinghe oveall graduatbn rate by 3.4ercentage points.

Example 3: Increasing the graduation rate of economically disadvantaged students

Just as boys graduate at lower rates thanwgittssimilar academic achievemertonomically

disadvantaged students gradugttenuch lower rates than students who have similar academic achievement
but who are not economically disadvantagitke reasons for this gap are not well understood. While it is
true that economically disadvantaged stuglemterall, have academic achievent below their peers who

are not economically disadvantageden those students whdo achieve at the samacademic levehs

their more affluent peers graduate at much lower rates This finding is somewhat surprising. The
conclusion of much of the research using aggregate data was that it was the lower academic performance of
economicallydisadvantagedtudents that led to tlidower graduation rates. Oanalysis, based on

individual student data, finds that even after takitig account academic achievement, economically
disadvantaged student stithve a large graduation gaphis result suggests that initiatives that can help
students overcomaon-academicbarriers can raisgraduatiorrates substantially. this gapis eliminated,

the graduation rate for economically disadvantaged stugeassimated tincrease by.5 percentage

points, and the ovall graduation rate b$.6 percentage points.

Example 4: Increasing Atterdance Rates

The results of the student achievement model show that students with higher attendance rates have
significantly higher rates of high school graduation. Students fail to graduate from high scho@rfetya

of reasons, and disengagement from schaidten showing up as poor attendance ratappears to be a

key factor. In this example, we assume that all students who have attendance rates of less that 90% will
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increase their rate to 90% within 4 years. Tooaaglish this, schools and districts are likely to need to
implement a variety of strategies to improve student engagement.

Example 5:All Students on Track by 9" Grade

Chicago Public Schools has had success in recent years in increasing high schatibgreatas by

assuring that all students are on track by the enfgf9a d e . | n Or egdgradedanhe def i
track” is typically expressed in terms of credits
credits earned for all studes in the state, for this example we de® grade on track as having passed the

8" grade benchmark. We assume that 100% of students are able to do that by th& @tHabl yeafi.e.,

within 4 years)

Exhibit 9 shows howpredictedhigh school gradaiion ratesise over time if alfive of the initiatives
described above were implemented statewtdeing in the 20145 school year-urther work needs to
done to understand the costs of implementing the initiatives described above, and the Quediipid
Commission will continue that work in the near future.

EXHIBIT 9: CUMULATIVE IMPACT ON GRADUATION RATES OF SELECTED
INITIATIVES

100%

95%

90%

85%

80%

75%

——

70%

65%

60% r r r r r r r r r
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e Baseline = = = Reduce Male Gap
e « Reduce Ec. Disadvantage Gap = = = |mprove Attendance
All Students on Track by 9th Grade =~ = eeeeee Early Reading Initiative

60




WWW.ODE.STATE.OR.US QUALITY EDUCATION COMMISSION REPORT 2014 VOLUME |

ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES. EVALUATING
TRADEOFFS

Tradeoffs are inherent iall public sector activities: @&ernmentsarely, if ever, have sufficient resources

to carry out all initiatives that have public benefits. Instead, governments need to makdf¢rade

choosing the initiatives that provide the largest benefits and at the same time meet the specifitigoals
education sector is raifferent. As was presented above, the Current Service Level of funding for

Or e g o-t2 sshools i$2.38 billion below the level that the Quality Education Commission
recommends if Oregon is to get close to meeting #43P0 gaals. Without a dramatic increase in funding

in the near future, policymakers will need to make choices among a set of initiatiiproving student
outcomes. The choices made will itw® tradeoffs among which studigs are served by new programs
andthe timing of when the improvements will bear fruit in terms of noticeable student achievement gains,
increased high school graduation rates, and progress towa@2D

In K-12 education, thedadeoffs are of two basic typed) those related to whichuglents will be the focus
of new initiatives and programs, and 2) those related to the timing of investments and when the benefits are
realized.

Tradeoffs Related toStudent Groups

Students in subgroups with lower student performance levels will reafldigonal attention if Oregon is
to reduce its achievement gaps

English Language Learners
Economically disadvantaged students

Students of color

= = =4 =2

Students with disabilities

Tradeoffs Related tothe Timing of Investments

The focus of programecross grade \els will affect the timing of when the benefits will be realized in
terms of boosting high school graduation rates.

9 Early reading initiatives that focus grades K3 will have most, if not all, of their impact on high
school graduation rates 9 to 12 year in the future.

1 Programs focused on Pkestudents will have their impacts even furtheoithe futureresearch
shows that such programs have very largeetiits both cognitive and necognitive,that stay with
students into adulthood.

1 Programs that aid middle and high schools students will have impacts on high school graduation
rates much soonebput are likely to be smaller in overall impatttan thosdor students in the early
grades or in PHK.
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THE COST OF FULL QEM IMPLEMENTATION

Exhibit 10 shows the estimated costs of fully implementing the Quality Education Model for th& 72015

biennium compared to the Current Service Level. The Current Servededehe estimated cost of
0 f-12eschapls that waactuallgvided irctleegor i n

continui t he |

ng

evel
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biennium (2038-15). As the table shows, the gap between the Current Service Level and the full QEM
model is $2.38 billion. To eliminate the gap, total funding would need to increase by 18%. If all of funds to
close the gap were to come from state sourcestétie would neetb increase & funding by 23.2%.

Theestimatedyap in 201517 is$57 millionsmaller than the gap for 2045 estimated in the 2012 QEM
report.Four factors contributed to the decline: 1) the legislature appropriated more for the52013
biennium than warequired to simply keep up with inflation. This raised the Current Service Level for
201315; 2) teacher salaries did not grow as much as previously forecast, leading to a reduction in the
current forecast; 3) growth in health care costs has sloweivediatprior predictions; and 4) the employer
PERS rate for 201%7 was set lower than previously forecast.

EXHIBIT 10:; QUALITY EDUCATION MODEL IMPACT ANALYSIS—2015-17

Current Service Level Funding Compared to Full Funding of the QEM

Current Fully Funded Percent
Service Levél Model Funding Gap Diff.
Estimated District Operating Expenditures for 2015-16 $6,035,218,721 $7,044,523,412 | $1,009,304,691 16.7%
Estimated District Operating Expenditures for 2016-17 $6,213,363,046 $7,252,310,250 | $1,038,947,204 16.7%
2015-17 Biennium Total $12,248,581,767 $14,296,833,664 $2,048,251,895 16.7%
Plus: 2015-17 ESD Expenditures $793,658,201 $1,059,181,904 $265,523,703 33.5%
Plus: High-Cost Disabilities Fund $36,000,000 $104,000,000 $68,000,000 188.9%
Equals: Total 208-17 Funding Requirement $13,078,239,964 $15,460,015,564 $2,381,775,598 18.2%
Less: Local Revenue not in Formula** $978,305,639 $978,305,639 S0 0.0%
Less: Federal Revenue To School Districts and ESDs $1,156,886,976 | $1,156,886,976 S0 0.0%
Less: Food Service Enterprise Revenue $94,653,167 $94,653,167 SO 0.0%
Less: PERS side Account Earnings $577,079,254 $577,079,254 S0 0.0%
Equals: Total Formula Funding Requirement $10,271,314,931 $12,653,090,529 $2,381,775,598 23.2%
Less: Property Taxes and other Local Resources $3,494,681,782 | $3,494,681,782 SO 0.0%
Equals: 20%-17 State Funding Requirement $6,776,633,150 $9,158,408,747 $2,381,775,59 35.1%

* Does not include the costs of full-day kindergarten
**|ocal option taxes, fees, and donations.
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FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN

The estimates in Exhibit 10 above do not include the costs of expanding kindergarteday flthe

201516 school yeain the Current Service Level scenario (but does included those costs in the Fully
Funded Model scenarithecause there is still a great deal of uncertainty about how many children will
actually be served in futlay programsparticularly in the fistfew years We can, however, estimate the
costs of servingll Oregon kindergarteners in ftdaty programsising the QEM. That gives us an upper
bound of the actual costs. The estimate is shaviixhibit 11below for the 2018.7. It assumes that a
typical elementary schoaf 340 students will require oraglditionalclassroonteachey0.25 FTE of a
specialist teacher, and 0.25 FTE of an instructional assiStamestimate does not include the capital costs
of adding any new classrooms that may be needed.

EXHIBIT 1 1; ESTIMATED COST OF FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN—2015-17

Operating Costs

Additional Classroom Teachers $135,410,393

Additional Specialist Teachers (.25 per school) $37,237,858

Additional Instructional Assistants (.25 per school) $19,109,126
Biennium Total $191,757,377]

This estimate is somewhat lower than a previous estimate made using the 2012 Quality Education Model
($218 million). The current estimate is lower because the forecasts of teacher salaries, health insurance
costs, and the PERS rate have all been reduced. In addition, the 2014 QEM assumes that class sizes are
slightly higher, so the estimated number of additional staff required is lower.

CAPITAL FUNDING

While there has not recently been a thorough evaluatibn t he t ot al capital needs
schoolsit is generally agreed that the cost of building new schools to keep up with enroliment growth,
replacing schools that are no long adequate or safe, and rehabilitating schools that require substantial
investment to extend their useful lives sunto the billions of dollars. Butnlike many other states,

Oregon providsvirtually no state funding to school districts for capital projects to build new scbiool

renovate and maintain existisghools. Irfact, until recently the Oregon Constitution prohibited the state

from using state bond funds for local school construction projects. As a result, local school districts

generally rely on property tax bond levies to raise funds for capital projdetsy school districts have not

been able pass bond levies sufficient to adequately build and maintaiquailily school facilitiesin

2011, Oregon voters amended $it@teConstitution so it now allows the state to assist local school districts
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with the funding of capital projects with the proceeds of state bond sales (Artié® Xh response to this
new ability to assist local districts with capital funding, the 2013 legislature created the Task Force on
School Capital Improvement Planning. The chaogie task force contained in Senate Bill 540 reads as
follows:

The task force shall research and recommend to the Oregon Education Investment Board programs and
funding sources that:

(A) Will allow providers of public education to respond to evolving methods for delivering
education and for funding and maintaining capital infrastructures; and

(B) Establish a more efficient and integrated capital infrastructure system for preschool
through comunity colleges.

The task force has been meeting since Nove2®&8 and will present its report to the Interim
Legislative Committee on Education by October 1, 2014.
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